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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose

The goal of this project is to develop “quantifiable” information comparing open and organized
residential Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and recyclable material collection systems that are
currently in-place in cities across Minnesota to see how they may each affect:

Costs;

Impacts on the environment;

Efficiency and effectiveness of solid waste management systems; and the

Outcome of the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Strategic Plan Objectives
such as renewable energy and reduced Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.

* & o o

1.2 Scope of Work

The work plan for this project included:

+ Conducting a literature review and analysis of past and current efforts to establish
organized residential collection systems within Minnesota municipalities and counties.

» Comparing the advantages and disadvantages of both open and organized residential
collection systems;

» Providing a snapshot of the current percentage of cities with open residential
collection systems verses organized residential collection systems; and

» Providing a discussion of the current Minnesota Organized Collection statue and
collection authority and the experiences of Minnesota cities conforming to this statue.

+ Conducting a survey of 50 Minnesota cities, which have a population of 10,000 or
greater, which represents both open and organized residential collection systems and
provides a sample of the variations of these systems.

» Gathering information on services provided, management techniques and comments
for improving existing services; and

» Conducting a separate survey that focused on gathering copies of hauler bills from
Minnesota residents to compare residential rates charged by different haulers in
different cities for varying levels of services.

+ Preparing a comparison and in-depth analysis of the cost and performance of residential
waste and recyclable material collection systems of ten selected cities in Minnesota.

» Gathering information on existing haulers operating in open collection system cities
and reviewing contracts from organized system cities;
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» Gathering information on rates, management techniques and improvements to
existing services; and

» Preparing a comparison of GHG emission variations in organized collections systems
versus open collection systems.

+ Preparing a set of overall conclusions regarding data and the analysis outlined above
regarding:

» Costs and prices of open and organized residential waste and recyclable material
collection systems;

» Opportunities for reducing environmental impacts of collection and transportation of
waste and recyclables;

» Opportunities to reduce the impacts to and costs related to public infrastructure; and
» Potential for achieving higher levels of energy efficiency and GHG reduction.

The report provides data for informational purposes and does not make recommendations or
address potential policy options.
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2 Literature Review

This section provides a summary of pertinent literature regarding residential waste and
recyclable materials collection arrangements, and past and current efforts to establish organized
collection arrangements within Minnesota municipalities and counties. The section includes:

+ A summary of the primary issues related to municipal waste and recyclable material
collection services in open collection and organized collection systems for residential
generators including the commonly identified advantages and disadvantages of each
system.

+ Information from areas outside of Minnesota related to open collection and organized
collection systems such as the occurrence of each and efforts to organize in other
communities.

+ Experience of Minnesota cities with the Organized Collection statutes.

« Literature research information available on issues such as cost and pricing of services,
volume based pricing and waste generation, associated performance and results of open
collection and organized collection arrangements, transportation costs, research or
information regarding infrastructure costs to roads and bridges, externalities such as air
pollution, accidents and safety.

+ A summary of position of various interest groups such as National Solid Wastes
Management Association (NSWMA), representatives from Minnesota Counties, the
League of Minnesota Cities, and other professional organizations

2.1 Commonly Identified Advantages/Disadvantages of Types of
Collection Systems

There are several characteristics of open and organized collection systems that have been
routinely identified in different communities as potential advantages or disadvantages for each.
The advantages are sometimes referred to as potential benefits and the disadvantages as potential
issues/concerns. These are highlighted in the next subsection with some covered in more detail
in the following subsections.

Generally, the proponents of organized collection include cities, counties, and state solid waste
management officials. Proponents of open collection systems are primarily private waste
management companies including both the larger, national companies as well as local,
independent haulers. Proponents of open systems also include residents desiring to retain the
ability to choose their waste hauler.

2.1.1 Open Systems

A comparison of the advantages (potential benefits) and disadvantages of open collection
systems is shown in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1 Advantages/Disadvantages of Open Collection

Systems
Advantages Disadvantages
+ Choice — Households are free to + Usually results in a more expensive
continue to choose their hauler based monthly cost
on preference + Results in more truck traffic with
+ There is a direct relationship between potential associated impacts of:
the hauler and the customer that allows » Added street maintenance
the customer to shop around or change » Air quality/vehicle emissions
if dissatisfied » Safety/vehicle accidents
+ None to very minimal administrative » Aesthetics (containers out more
costs or burdens for public entities days of the week), noise, and litter
+ Small haulers are more apt to compete + Inconsistent charges for the same level
for a portion of the accounts — entry of service in a community, even among
level requirements for new businesses customers of the same hauling
is low company
+ Haulers are more likely able to shop for + Reduced ability of the community to
lower disposal prices or use their own effectively manage solid wastes
facilities + Haulers switching from one landfill to

another due to price results in exposure
to liability at more sites

The primary advantage cited for open systems is the ability for people to choose their own
hauler. There is a direct relationship between the individual customers and service provider that
may supersede any other potential benefit. The customer is in control, making the decision to
hire whoever is providing service in the community. The choice may be a matter of family
relationships, tradition, past experiences of inadequate service, price, etc.

Open systems typically result in less administrative effort for the public entity, but also result in
less overall control of the solid waste management system (less control on where waste is
disposed, service levels, and diversion levels).

Open systems may be better suited to smaller or start up businesses as the requirements for
equipment and employees are controlled by the individual hauling company rather than set by
the public entity contract.

While there can be variations in pricing, the price paid by households in open systems is
typically higher per month for similar service levels. This is primarily due to the increase in
efficiency for haulers in organized collection systems serving every household in the community
or on a route rather than driving by households served by other hauling companies. Also, in
open systems where a particular hauling company is successful in gaining a predominant market
share, there is less reason for the hauling company to pass on the improved efficiency to
customers. The hauling company may increase its profitability in that specific community.
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Open systems result in more truck traffic on the residential streets as each company uses their
collection vehicles to service customers. The increased truck traffic leads to increased concerns
regarding the impact on streets and the potential for increased truck emissions, traffic accidents,
and aesthetic issues.

Open systems are more likely to allow haulers to find the lowest cost disposal option (including
transportation costs), but this also results in exposure to liability at more than one location. Open
systems also are more likely to allow certain waste hauling companies to internalize wastes to
their own transfer stations and/or landfills. This improves their competitive advantage for
hauling customers versus haulers who do not have their own transfer or disposal facilities.

2.1.2 Organized Systems

A comparison of the advantages (potential benefits) and disadvantages of organized collection
systems is shown in Table 2-2.
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Table 2-2 Advantages/Disadvantages of Organized Collection
Systems
Advantages Disadvantages

*

Increased efficiency enabling a lower

cost per household

Decreased impacts from truck traffic

Decreased fuel consumption

Greater control to establish service

requirements including:

» Ability to standardize service
makes public education simpler

» Ability to provide access to special
service needs at known, controlled
costs

» Volume-based pricing to achieve
waste abatement goals

» Delivery destinations for processing
and overall solid waste
management

» Factors affecting recycling and
diversion such as variable rate
pricing

» Improved control over residents
actually using garbage service

» Ability to set specifications on the
size and quality of trucks used

Ability to competitively bid service on

a regular basis helping promote lower

costs

Can be used to generate revenues to

support other services

Households do not have a choice of
their hauler

Greater administrative involvement by
the public entity

Small haulers have higher “entry”
requirements to get in the business
along with competitive opportunities
limited to contract openings

Current organized collection statutory
process to convert from open to
organized is cumbersome and difficult
politically

The primary potential advantages of organized collection are three-fold — lower prices, reduced
truck traffic, and community control over decisions related to waste management. There are
several factors involved in each of these three primary advantages. Greater efficiency,
competitive bidding, rate increases structured into contracts, and variable rate pricing options can
all result in more cost effective service provision. Fewer trucks stopping at every house results
in less truck traffic at slower speeds. Public entities have responsibility and potential liability for
proper solid waste management and organized collection provides better tools and control of
decisions that affect solid waste management.

The primary disadvantage is the loss of individual household control over the selection of a
hauler and the associated direct relationship. Along with increased control for the public entity
comes the requirement to provide the resources necessary to properly manage the decisions.

6 eFoth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC
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Also, it may be more difficult for smaller haulers and entry level companies to break into and
grow their business in organized collection systems.

2.2 Occurrence of Each Type of Collection System

Studies have been conducted to try and determine the prevalence of open collection systems and
organized collection systems both locally and nationally. The following subsections present the
findings from studies completed locally (in Minnesota), in lowa, Colorado and one study
completed across the United States and Canada. The findings show that there are variations in
the prevalence of types of collection systems.

221 Minnesota
2211 Eden Prairie

In 2005, the city of Eden Prairie compiled a report titled “Report on Residential Municipal Solid
Waste Collection.”* The report surveyed 108 cities in the Twin Cities metropolitan area and
provided a breakdown of their garbage and recycling collection systems according to open and
organized collection. The report noted that the most common system in these 108 communities
is an open system (77 of the 108 cities had open collection systems, 71.3% of the communities).
There were 29 cities with a contract for garbage collection and two (2) cities that collect
municipally.

Of the 77 cities that had open garbage collection in this 2005 study, 22 cities have contracts for
recycling collection. This leads to a percentage organized for recycling of 49.1%.

2.2.1.2  Twin Cities Metropolitan Area

A separate report titled “Comparative Economic Analysis of MSW and Recycling Collection in
the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area” completed in September, 1994% shows in Table 11-3 that
based on survey responses, there were 155 municipalities with open systems for MSW collection
and 42 municipalities with organized collection of which three (3) were municipal collection.
The percentages in this report indicated 78.7% open; 19.8% organized by contract; and 1.5%
municipal collection arrangements at that time.

In the surveys completed as part of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area study, there were a total of
58 cities with a breakdown of their systems reported. All the cities were over 10,000 in
population in this study. Of the 58 cities that completed the survey, 37 were open for garbage
collection. This represents 64% as open systems for garbage collection. Of these 37 cities with
open garbage collection, 12 cities are organized for recycling collection or 21% of the total 58
cities. There were 21 cities with both garbage and recycling handled in organized systems. The
total percentage of cities organized for recycling was 57%.

Based on these studies, it appears that the breakdown of percentage of cities in Minnesota
organized versus open may range as follows:

! Barone, Michael. Dec. 2005. “Report on Residential Municipal Solid Waste Collection.” City of Eden Prairie, MN.
2 “Comparative Economic Analysis of MSW and Recycling Collection in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.” Sept.
1994. GBB Solid Waste Mgmnt. Consultants. Falls Church, VA.
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+ Garbage collection
» Open systems range from approximately 65% to 80%
» Organized systems range from approximately 20% to 35%

+ Recycling collection
» Open systems range from approximately 40% to 50%
» Organized systems range from approximately 50% to 60%

2.2.2 Nationally
2221 United States and Canada

In March, 2008, Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc. (SERA) published a report titled
“Summary of Key Results from SERA’s 2008 Solid Waste and Recycling Survey.”® The
summary report is based upon the results received from over 700 cities and counties across the
U.S. and Canada. One of the aspects included in the summary report pertains to “Collection
Arrangements.” SERA asked about collection arrangements (who collects?) for garbage,
recycling, and yard wastes. Pertinent data for the garbage and recycling aspects from the report
are summarized in Table 2-3.

% “summary of Key Results from SERA’s 2008 Solid Waste and Recycling Survey. Mar. 2008. Skumatz Economic
Research Assoc., Inc. Superior, CO.
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Table 2-3

Collection Arrangements from 2008 SERA Survey

Drop One Multiple One Multiple One Multiple One Multiple
Who No . . . - haulers
Collects?  program off Municipal hauler hauler haule_r haule_r licensed licensed private wiprivate
' only contract  contracts  franchise franchise hauler hauler hauler .
competition
Garbage 2.1% 1.9% 28.6% 19.8% 6.1% 9.6% 4.6% 1.5% 8.2% 1.9% 15.0%
Recycling  13.6% 7.6% 21.5% 25.0% 4.9% 8.5% 3.8% 1.7% 4.7% 1.4% 6.9%
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For garbage, the first two (2) categories for “No program” and “Drop off only” are not applicable
for this report. The categories across the table from “Municipal” through “One private hauler”
would be categorized as organized in Minnesota terminology except for “Multiple licensed
hauler” which would be open. This equates to a total of 72.1% of the over 700 cities and
counties classified as organized. The “Multiple licensed hauler” and “Multiple haulers w/private
competition” would be classified as open and these total 23.2% of the over 700 cities and
counties responding.

For recycling, the same approach to a breakdown leads to a total of 66.8% organized cities and
counties and a total of 11.6% open (there were a total of 21.2% of the respondents with no
recycling or a drop off system only).

2222 Fort Collins, Colorado

In July, 2008, the R3 Consulting Group, Inc. presented a study titled “Trash Services Study Final
Report to the City of Fort Collins, CO.”* Section 4 of the report included a review of collection
system structures. The report provided data on a survey conducted on 271 municipal
jurisdictions in Colorado. Of the 222 respondents, 47 (21%) provide municipal collection, 44
(20%) contract for service, and 131 (59%) use private haulers in an open system. This study also
reported that a 1997 survey of residential collection in the 100 largest cities in the U.S. found
that exclusive municipal service was provided in 62% of the cities. An exclusive private
contractor was used in 18% for a total of 80% organized via either municipal or contract
collection. Only 6% of the cities had open systems with 15% having some combination of the
systems.

2.2.2.3  Portland, Oregon

The city of Portland, Oregon changed from an open solid waste and open recycling system to an
organized “franchise” system in 1990/1991. The City’s curbside recycling program was initiated
in June 1987 but was not attaining City, Metro and State goals for participation and recovery
rates. After thorough research and planning, the City determined that other curbside recycling
programs in the U.S. have achieved substantially higher public participation rates and materials
recovery levels by providing weekly recycling collection, household recycling containers,
economic incentives to recycle in the garbage rate structure, and organized collection within
neighborhoods.

The City determined that the most efficient and cost effective method of making systematic
improvements was to “franchise” residential garbage, recycling and yard debris collection; and
establish standards for commercial garbage and recycling collection. The City Council then
adopted on September 19, 1990 a new ordinance (No. 163497) that locked in each hauler’s
number of residential accounts (i.e., collection market size) as of September 30, 1990 as certified
by City examination and subsequent audits.

* “Trash Services Study Final Report.” July 2008. R3 Consulting Group, Inc. Fort Collins, CO.
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The City then subdivided the City into a series of “corrals” to contain the routes of several
haulers. The corral was sized to accommodate the total value of each hauler assigned to it. The
City’s goals directing the development of the route assignment process included:

“Where possible, provide each permitted hauler an opportunity to serve a franchised
territory without seriously jeopardizing the viability of that business.

+ “Organize the service area of each hauler into contiguous collection routes to make
service delivery more cost effective and more understandable for the public, conserve
energy, and reduce road wear.

+ “Preserve as many existing hauler — customer relationships as possible. (City staff) will
make every effort to place haulers who have condensed routes, or who operate in one
region now, to that area.

+ “Allow haulers maximum involvement in the route assignment process. Though (City
staff) will oversee route assignment, haulers will have an opportunity to recommend
consolidation boundaries within their established areas.” °

The City began full implementation of the franchised residential garbage and recycling program
in February, 1992. The goal of this program was to increase residential recycling by providing
increased and convenient opportunities for recycling.” New program elements included:
organized collection of garbage and recycling via the new franchise system; weekly collection of
recyclable material on the same day as garbage collection; provision of two recycling containers;
addition of milk jugs, scrap paper and magazines to the list of recyclable materials; and bi-
weekly yard debris collection. °

2224 Des Moines, lowa

In a neighboring state to Minnesota, the lowa Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) queried
their Comprehensive Planning database and reported that of 861 cities in lowa, 726 (84%) have
organized (municipal or contract) collection and 135 (16%) have an open collection system.’

In the Des Moines metropolitan area, Metro Waste Authority handles the comprehensive
planning for solid waste. They report that for garbage collection of the 22 municipalities in their
area, 19 or 86% are organized — two with municipal crews and the rest with a single contracted
hauler. For curbside recycling collection, all the municipalities are organized with all but one
served under a single contract managed by Metro Waste Authority. The city of Des Moines does
its own recycling collection with municipal crews.

> City of Portland, Oregon (December 19, 1990); ““Assignment of Route Values and Service Territories for the
Franchising of Residential Solid Waste Collectors and Recyclers™.

® City of Portland, Oregon (January 1994) “Management Report for Solid Waste & Recycling”

" Personal e-mail from Becky Jolly, lowa DNR. Dec. 2008.
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Based on the above data and general industry experience, it appears that nationally, some form of
organized collection is generally more common than open systems. However, there are locations
such as Minnesota where open systems are more common.

2.3 Minnesota Organized Collection Statutes and Collection
Authority

231 Highlights of Current Statute

Minnesota Statute Section 115A.94, Organized Collection, sets forth the process by which a
county, city or town may organize collection. The following is a summary prepared for the
Ramsey/Washington Counties Study of Public Collection.®

County Organized Collection
+ A county may adopt an ordinance requiring a city or town within the county to organize
collection.

+ A county may itself organize collection in any city or town that does not comply with the
county’s organized collection ordinance. The process used by a county in these cases is
the same process that cities must use, outlined below.

City/Town Organized Collection
+ Notice of Hearing. A city/town (municipality) must give notice to the public and must
mail notice to all solid waste collectors operating in the municipality of the intent to
organize collection. The notice must be given two weeks before the scheduled public
hearing and must invite interested persons to participate in planning and establishing the
organized collection system.

+ Public Hearing. The municipality must hold a public hearing to consider organized
collection. If the municipality chooses to proceed, the governing body must adopt a
resolution of intent. It must be passed 180 days before an organized collection system is
implemented.

+ 90-Day Planning Period. After adoption of the resolution of intent, the municipality must
develop, or supervise the development of, plans for organized collection. The planning
process must invite the assistance of solid waste collectors in the municipality.

+ 90-Day Negotiation Period. After the planning period, the municipality must discuss the
organized collection arrangements with all licensed solid waste collectors who have
expressed interest in participating in organized collection. If the municipality is not able
to agree on a system with a majority of collectors who have expressed interest, or upon
expiration of the 90-day period, the municipality can propose an alternate method of
organizing.

® “Final Report: Study on Public Collection.” Apr. 2002. Ramsey & Washington Counties. St. Paul, MN.
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+ Findings. To document its decision, the municipality must make findings that describe
and detail the procedures to plan and attempt implementation of organized collection, and
evaluate the proposed organized collection method in light of the following standards:

» Achieving the stated organized collection goals of the municipality,

» Minimizing displacement of collectors,

»  Ensuring participation of all interested parties in the decision making process, and
» Maximizing efficiency in solid waste collection.

No one factor is determinative and other local considerations may be relevant.

+ Implementation. After all these steps are taken, and after at least 180 days from the
adoption of the resolution of intent, the municipality can proceed to implement its
organized collection plan.

The Ramsey/Washington Counties Public Collection Study prepared an estimated cumulative
timeline to go through the process and estimated that an optimistic total time required would be
26 months, using the minimum time periods specified in law and their county administrative
procedures.

2.3.2 Establishment and Evolution of the Statute

The Organized Collection statute was initially adopted by the Minnesota Legislature in 1987.
Prior to that, municipalities had organized collection under other authority provided by statutes
providing municipal authority or home rule charter. In research conducted by Norm Schiferl,
Ramsey County Program Analyst® in 2001 during Ramsey/Washington Counties Public
Collection Study, in 1985 there were 30 municipalities with organized or municipally-provided
collection in the Metropolitan Area. In 1993, the number was reported to have increased to 44.
Between 1993 and 2000, the number remained stable at 44 and has not increased substantially
since. The Organized Collection statute was changed in 1990 and the next few years to add the
requirements for the 90 day planning period, the 90 day negotiation period, and the consideration
of the findings requirements. As a result, the Organized Collection statute became a more
difficult process to navigate for municipal officials. Following is a summary of changes to the
original statute, particularly addressing the potential impact on waste haulers.

The 1989 Minnesota Legislature directed the Legislative Commission on Waste Management
(LCWM) to study the issue of whether and to what extent solid waste haulers should be
compensated when displaced by organized collection. LCWM was comprised of Legislators
from both the House and the Senate and established by the Waste Management Act of 1980
(Laws 1980, C 564) to oversee waste-related funds and activities of state agencies, and to
conduct research and make recommendations to the Legislature.

The 1989 Legislative initiative (1989 Laws, Ch 325, Sec. 73.) authorizing this study, stated:

“The legislative commission on waste management with the participation of
representatives of local government and the solid waste collection industry shall prepare

% “Cities/Townships in Twin Cities Metro Area With Organized or Municipally-Provided Residential MSW
Collection, 1985-2000.” Oct. 2001. Provided by Norm Schiferl, Ramsey County.
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a report which examines whether and what circumstances a local unit of government
shall ensure just and reasonable compensation to solid waste collectors who are
displaced when a local unit of government organizes solid waste collection under
Minnesota Statutes, section 115A.94. The commission shall complete its report and
recommend for legislative action any compensation mechanism found necessary by
January 31, 1990.”

After the 1989 legislative session, LCWM contracted with a consultant team to conduct the legal
and policy research and complete the report entitled A Study of Compensation for Solid Waste
Haulers Displaced by Organized Collection (December 21, 1989).%

The project became known as the “Just Compensation Study”. The Executive Summary states:

“Organized collection is a tool for cities to achieve specific public purposes. Currently,
approximately five hundred independent haulers operate in the state of Minnesota. In
most areas, the haulers solicit business and service customers without restriction from
local government, except for licensing requirements. As a result, many haulers may serve
the same neighborhood. The public interests in organizing collection include: increased
safety (fewer trucks result in fewer accidents), reduced noise and air pollution, less wear
and tear on streets, increased efficiency and lower costs, and finally, improved potential
for recycling.”

“While achieving these goals through organized collection, the city may cause haulers to
lose part or all of their business in the city, depending on the organized collection
mechanism chosen by the city. The issue underlying this study is whether the city should
be required to compensate the haulers for the loss of business.”

The Study work plan was divided into three parts. Part One:

*

*
*

*

Examined the existing case law and statutes governing the issue of compensation;

+ [Note: The Study stated ““The legal analysis concluded that compensation is not
constitutionally required for displaced haulers nor does this type of regulation
constitute an unconstitutional impairment of contract.”

Summarized statutory methods of compensation adopted in other states;
Discussed possible methods of compensation; and
Discussed procedural safeguards as alternatives to compensation.

Part Two of the Study:™*

*

*

Examined policy issues around whether the legislature should create statutory right to
compensation for displaced haulers, even absent a constitutional right;

Conducted a roundtable discussion of the issues held on October 16, 1989;
Conducted a telephone survey of local government and hauler representatives;

19 Richardson, M. 1., P. T. Ostrow, R. Reid. (1989) “A Study of Compensation for Solid Waste Haulers Displaced by
Organized Collection.” Richardson, Richter and Assoc., Inc. Minneapolis, MN.

" 1bid.
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Summarized the advantages and disadvantages of providing for compensation;
Discussed possible circumstances under which compensation should be granted;
Examined possible eligibility criteria;

Analyzed four alternative methods for determining the amount of compensation;
Discussed three potential sources of revenue to collect the necessary funds to pay the
compensation; and

+ Examined alternatives to compensation, including the advantages and disadvantages of
strengthening the existing organized collection planning process.

* & & o o

One of the more notable excerpts from the lengthy study analysis in Part Two was an example
hypothetical scenario used to estimate the amount of compensation (Section IV — “Who Pays,
Sources of Revenue”; Subsection A — “Collection Surcharges”; page 2 — 34):

“To illustrate, assume a city has 30,000 residences that require garbage collection. Prior
to organized collection, one hauler collects from 10,000 residences. Four other haulers
split the remainder. The city organizes collection pursuant to a bidded contract and
awards the bid to the hauler with 10,000 accounts. If the total amount of compensation
for the four displaced haulers collecting 20,000 residences is determined by multiplying
20,000 times the average gross monthly charge per household (est. $16.00 household)
times 12 months, the total compensation amount would equal $3,840,000.....”

Part Three of the Study contained the report recommendations. The report recommended:*?

1. “It is recommended that a statutory right to compensation for displaced haulers
not be adopted.”

2. “It is recommended that the current organized collection process be modified to
require contract negotiations with existing haulers.”

The recommendation to not provide a statutory right to compensation was based upon several
reasons including:

+ Dangerous precedent — This would be the first statutory right to compensation for a
taking in Minnesota.

+ Compensation as undesired and inappropriate remedy — Many haulers stated their
primary interest is continuing in business and their concerns were that fair negotiations
take place with cities and that they be given an equal opportunity to compete. Other, less
onerous remedies were determined to be available.

+ Problems with implementation — Placing a value on a right to operate in a given city was
extremely difficult. Any compensation mechanism will unjustly enrich some while
inadequately compensating others.

12 1bid.
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+ Impediment to attainment of waste management goals — It was believed that the cost of
compensation could cause cities to reduce financial support for recycling and other issues
related to proper waste management.

The recommendation to modify the organized collection process to require contract negotiations
with existing haulers was directed toward providing a fair opportunity for existing haulers to
remain in business by providing the following safeguards in the Organized Collection statute:

+ Require that the city invite and employ the assistance of haulers in developing an
organized collection proposal.

+ Require the city to analyze all the organized collection options, including the effect on
haulers and whether the city could achieve its goals by the less restrictive mechanisms
(i.e., negotiating with haulers rather than using municipal collection).

+ Require good faith contract negotiations with existing haulers, specifying a period of time
in which to negotiate and prohibit selection of another organized collection option unless
the parties fail to reach agreement.

+ If parties fail to reach agreement, the statute should require the city to make certain
findings of fact regarding minimizing displacement, ensuring the input of all parties,
maximizing efficiency, guaranteeing fair selection process and achieving city goals such
as recycling and public safety.

In the 1990 legislative session, the package of amendments to the Waste Management Act of
1990 (Laws of Minnesota 1990, Chapter 600)** included the following sections:

Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 115A.94, subdivision 3, is amended to read:
Subd. 3. [GENERAL PROVISIONS.]

(c) The local government unit may shall invite and employ the assistance of
interested persons, including persons eperating licensed to operate solid waste collection
services in the local government unit, in developing plans and proposals for organized
collection and in establishing the organized collection system.

Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 1988, section 115A.94, subdivision 4, is amended to read:
Subd. 4. [CITIES AND TOWNS; NOTICE; PLANNING.]

(a) At least 98 180 days before prepesing implementing an ordinance, franchise,
license, contract or other means of organizing collection, a city or town, by resolution of
the governing body, shall announce its intent to organize collection and invite the
participation of interested persons, including persons licensed to operate solid waste
collection services, in planning and establishing the organized collection system. .......

(c) During the a 90-day period following the resolution of intent;-anre-before

propesing-a-method-of-organizing-colection; the city or town may shall develop or

3 Minnesota Statutes 115A.94 Organized Collection, Office of Revised Statutes. State of Minnesota.
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supervise the development of plans or proposals for organized collection. During this 90-
day planning period, the city or town shall invite and employ the assistance of persons
licensed as of the date of the resolution of intent to operate solid waste collection services
in the city or town. Failure of a licensed collector to participate in the 90-day planning
period, when the city or town has made a bona fide effort to provide the person the
opportunity to participate, does not invalidate the planning process.

(d) For 90 days after the date ending the planning period required under paragraph
(c), the city or town shall discuss possible organized collection arrangements with all
licensed collectors operating in the city or town who have expressed interest. If the city
or town is unable to agree on an organized collection arrangement with a majority of the
licensed collectors who have expressed interest, or upon expiration of the 90 days, the
city or town may propose implementation of an alternate method of organizing collection
as authorized in subdivision 3.

(e) The city or town shall make specific findings that:

(1) describe in detail the procedures it used to plan and to attempt implementation of
organized collection through an arrangement with collectors who expressed interest; and
(2) evaluate the proposed organized collection method in light of at least the following

standards: achieving the stated organized collection goals of the city or town;
minimizing displacement of collectors; ensuring participation of all interested parties in
the decision-making process; and maximizing efficiency in solid waste collection.

&) (f) Upon request, the city or town shall provide mailed notice of subsequent all
proceedings on the organization of collection in the city or town.

In the next 1991 legislative session, the package of amendments to the Waste Management Act
of 1990 (Minnesota Laws 1991, Chapter 337) included the following sections to further modify
the organized collection statute and to require solid waste collection in certain cities:

Sec. 46. Minnesota Statutes 1990, section 115A.94, subdivision 4, is amended to read:

() If the city or town and all the persons licensed to operate mixed municipal
solid waste collection services and doing business in the city or town agree on the plan,
the city or town may implement the plan without regard to the 180-day period specified
in paragraph (a).

Sec. 47. [115A.941] [SOLID WASTE; REQUIRED COLLECTION.]

(a) Except as provided in paragraph (b), each city and town with a population of
5,000 or more shall ensure that every residential household and business in the city or
town has solid waste collection service. To comply with this section, a city or town may
organize collection, provide collection, or require by ordinance that every household and
business has a contract for collection services. An ordinance adopted under this section
must provide for enforcement.

(b) A city or town with a population of 5,000 or more may exempt a residential
household or business in the city or town from the requirement to have solid waste
collection service if the household or business ensures that an environmentally sound
alternative is used.
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(c) To the extent practicable, the costs incurred by a city or town under this
section must be incorporated into the collection system or the enforcement mechanisms
adopted under this section by the city or town.

The requirements for cities of 5,000 population were subsequently lowered to cities of 1,000
population.

2.4 Experiences of Minnesota Cities and Counties with Organized
Collection Statutes and Process

There are several Minnesota cities that have considered organizing collection since the adoption
of the Organized Collection statute. There are some similarities among cities (goals/reasons to
organize and the process) and haulers (reactions/process) and results when a municipality
attempts to organize residential collection services that are pertinent to document in this report.
The following subsections discuss city and hauler processes when working through the
Organized Collection statute and some local city experiences.

2.4.1 Typical Goals
The municipal officials that have sought to organize collection in their communities have

typically identified the following potential benefits:

+ Reducing the amount of truck traffic with anticipated reductions in street repair and
maintenance, reducing risk of accidents, reducing truck emissions, and noise.

+ Reducing the cost per household per month due to improved efficiencies and competitive
bidding for the contract.

+ Improving and standardizing service levels.

+ Improving management of MSW according to county solid waste plans and the solid
waste management hierarchy. Better overall control of the decisions regarding solid
waste and recycling.

Some counties in Minnesota have attempted to organize collection. Ramsey and Washington
Counties did an extensive evaluation in 2001 and 2002. The two Counties were not achieving
the goals in their Master Plans for solid waste management. The Final Report: Study on Public
Collection™ noted the reasons for the study were that the existing system was not moving the
Counties toward long-term goals.

The report found:

+ Waste generation is increasing;

! “Final Report: Study on Public Collection.” Apr. 2002. Ramsey & Washington Counties. St. Paul, MN.
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+ Recycling is stagnant or decreasing as economic incentives to recycle have diminished,;

+ Resources that could be put to a higher use through recycling are disposed in processing
facilities or landfills;

+ Key decisions are made with a focus on short-term cost or profits;

+ lllegal dumping of wastes and associated environmental concerns continues in several
areas;

+ Municipal concerns on truck traffic continue;
+ Resource recovery costs are subsidized to compete with landfilling costs; and
+ Resource recovery capacity is not consistently utilized.

Other counties such as Olmsted and Stearns have evaluated different organized collection
approaches as a means to meet the goals of their Solid Waste Master Plans. Wabasha County
completed the organized collection process and has an organized collection ordinance in place.
However, Wabasha County has not enforced the provisions of the ordinance due to voluntary
agreements signed by the local waste haulers.

2.4.2 Process

There are some common characteristics in the processes used from municipality to municipality
as the process is fairly prescriptive in the Organized Collection statute.

2421 Staff/Committee Considerations

Typically, city staff work with a city established committee to review and research the various
issues. Often times, surveys of rates (monthly cost per household) are compiled. Potential
advantages and disadvantages of open versus organized collection are identified and discussed
for relevance to the community. The city of Falcon Heights Final Report on Organized
Collection™ had a particularly comprehensive listing of advantages and disadvantages for both
open and organized collection as follows:

“Potential Advantages of Open Collection

+ Residents can select the hauler that provides the level of service most compatible with
their individual needs and can shop among the price options that are available.

+ Since Falcon Heights already has an open system, residents would not be inconvenienced
by change.

+ Administrative cost is minimized for the City.

> “Organized Collection Study — Final Report.” Oct. 2004. City of Falcon Heights, Minnesota.
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« Small haulers will face no additional competitive challenges beyond what they face now
within the industry.

Potential Disadvantages of Open Collection

+ Although choice is available, “inertia may be a compelling force” for a resident to stay
with the hauler he/she has citing the GBB report.*® Residents must take the time and
trouble to shop around for a better rate — which can be temporary and come with strings,
long term contracts, and cancellation penalties — or just give in and go along with higher
prices or unsatisfactory service.

+ Under an open system, costs must be spread over smaller and more uncertain customer
base, so fees must be sufficiently high to cover fixed costs. In other words, we pay more.
Operational cost savings of adding to the customer base are more likely to go to higher
profits than to lowered prices for customers.

+ Itisimpossible to determine whether Falcon Heights is in compliance with the Waste
Management Act, which requires all residents in communities over 5,000 people to use
solid waste collection services.

« Individual residents and the community as a whole will have no leverage to support local
businesses and keep them viable as the industry consolidates.

+ MSW trucks are heavy and have a demonstrated impact on street longevity. City streets
and alleys will continue to be subject to the impact of additional truck traffic.

+ Another consequence of overlapping routes and more trucks is more air pollution and
more noise.

+ Residents do not have a choice about where their refuse goes. If they choose a hauler on
the basis of where the hauler says the trash goes, there is no assurance that (a) the
information is correct and (b) the hauler will not change practices in the future.

+ Major decisions that affect quality of life in Falcon Heights and the future of our
environment will be driven by corporate priorities, not local interests.

Potential Advantages of Organized Collection
+ Lower consumer prices: Cities which have adopted organized collection have been able
to negotiate lower rates for their residents. With a city contract, operational cost

efficiencies can come back to residents in lower prices.

+ Garbage truck wear and tear does make a difference to our streets and roads. We can
make our infrastructure last longer if we can reduce the number of trucks.

16 “Comparative Economic Analysis of MSW and Recycling Collection in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.” Sept.
1994. GBB Solid Waste Mgmnt. Consultants. Falls Church, VA.
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Rate increases will be structured and predictable for the duration of the contract.

Residents would have a clear, one-stop menu of services and costs and will not have to
try to compare apples to oranges. Busy residents will save time and energy not having to
shop around.

A contract can specify where our refuse goes, whether to a landfill or for fuel processing.
We can ensure this decision serves local interests and local environmental goals, not
corporate priorities.

Fewer trucks mean less noise and air pollution in our neighborhoods.

Rates can be better structured to encourage reduction of waste, including the ability to
offer pay-as-you-throw options for residents who produce a very low volume of trash.

With a contract, the City could control the size and quality of trucks used, specifying
lower pollution, better loading and weight bearing technology. Dependable City
business can assure smaller haulers that a new truck for use in Falcon Heights is a good
investment, helping to level the playing field.

A city contract can enforce good service by building a schedule of fines and escrow
account into the contract. A contract can insist on a local phone number for service
calls, answered by a local person.

City would have a way of enforcing the Waste Management Act that requires residents of
communities with over 5,000 people to have garbage picked up. There is no way under
the present system.

Although it would require a change in the City Code, an organized system could be
structured so that different zones of the City could have their collection on different days,
including Monday (which residents have asked for). The schedule could rotate every
year or two, to give everyone a chance at that popular Monday collection day.

Potential Disadvantages of Organized Collection

Although customers would have a choice of service levels, they would lose the choice of
service provider.

A major public education effort would be required to make everyone aware of the
changes, and the transition would be more difficult for people who are uncomfortable
with change.

Some residents may experience an increase in price over the artificially low rates offered
by haulers campaigning against organized collection.
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24.2.2

Residents will have to choose their services from the standard set offered. This may not
include some services they receive now.

There would be an increased administrative burden associated with getting a new system
set up and running, including developing the RFP, evaluating proposals, developing a
contract agreement. The City would also have to monitor and enforce the terms of the
contract.

Residents opposed to organized collection have been far more vocal than residents who
support organized collection. Staff and elected officials are likely to experience negative
feedback from those individuals. In other cities, this has been temporary.

Decreased business opportunities for haulers.”

Hauler Participation

The Organized Collection statute includes significant requirements to work with the existing
haulers serving the city considering organizing. The haulers are obviously motivated to protect
their interests as they participate in the process. They work to dissuade city officials from
proceeding often times offering some alternatives that address some of the potential advantages
of organized collection or disadvantages of open collection.

Hauling companies were extensively engaged in the Ramsey/Washington Counties Public
Collection Study. Following are highlights from their input to that evaluation that are pertinent
for a statewide study.*’

*

Maintain competition — Small haulers believe they can compete in a number of ways in

open systems that allow them to differentiate their service. Competitive measures

include:

» Providing quality customer service;

» Niche marketing (providing specific, limited services and not trying to be “all things
to all people™);

» Maintaining long-term customer relationships; and

» Appealing to customer preferences for supporting locally-owned independent
businesses.

Growth opportunities — Open systems allow haulers to pursue new customers and grow
their business easier than bidding for contracts in organized systems.

Company value — The value of a company is based upon annual revenues. If haulers lose
customers due to a public entity organizing collection, their annual revenues will decline,
decreasing the price received when selling. Some haulers use the proceeds from the sale
of their company as their retirement fund.

7 “Final Report: Study on Public Collection.” Apr. 2002. Ramsey & Washington Counties. St. Paul, MN.

22 eFoth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc

June 2009



+ Establishment of service zones — If service zones become too large in organized
collection, only large companies will be able to compete. Also, if a zone is required to be
serviced only on one day, some small haulers will have more customers than they can
serve on that day while other days, their trucks could be underutilized.

+ Procurement process — There was extensive concern from independent haulers not being
able to compete effectively in a competitive bidding process. These haulers
acknowledged they can do all stops in a neighborhood cheaper than in open systems, but
so can large companies who have the potential to have lower overhead costs from larger
customer bases. Also, there was concern regarding the need to post significant bonds and
insurance coverage.

Haulers have become very experienced in their opposition efforts to organized collection,
making statements to public officials that it is ... time to rally the troops.” Typically an
organized mailing is sent out by multiple companies to their customers with a slanted description
of what the city or county is doing. Past mailings have stated the city or county will “radically
change waste hauling, will hurt consumers, will take away freedom of choice, etc.” The mailing
urges customers to contact the respective elected officials to voice disapproval to organized
collection. These organized campaigns have been very effective in causing elected officials to
reject recommendations from staff and local advisory committees that research the issues. The
mailings and “rallying of the troops” have been conducted just prior to any formal approvals in
the organized collection statutory process so that opposition to organized collection affects
elected officials ability to vote to proceed.

Potential alternatives to organized collection raised by haulers when cities have tried to go from
open to organized systems have included:

Establishing collection zones to limit set out days to one day per week.
Bringing trucks into the city empty.

Driving only on streets they have customers.

Providing educational inserts in billings.

Providing tonnage estimates.

* & & o o

These alternatives start to address some of the potential issues but are difficult to monitor and
enforce while not addressing the total number of trucks used.

2.4.3 Select Municipal Examples

Several reports were identified from cities in Minnesota that have attempted to go from an open
system into an organized system. The cities of Vadnais Heights and Elk River successfully
completed the process in 1991. To the best of current knowledge, Vadnais Heights and Elk
River are the last cities to become organized following the statutory process. The city of Falcon
Heights went through the process from sometime in 2003 through early 2005.*® Their report is
fairly comprehensive and their process and experience representative of other Minnesota

18 “Organized Collection Study — Final Report.” Oct. 2004. City of Falcon Heights, MN.

R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc Foth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC ¢ 23
June 2009



communities. Also, the recent experience of the city of Minneapolis provides an important
perspective of potential problems with the Organized Collection statute itself.

In addition, both Plymouth and Edina recently initiated recycling RFPs to modify their existing
contracts and considered including source separated organics (SSO) for organized curbside
recycling services. The Cities’ legal counsel advised that these municipalities would have to
follow the Organized Collection statute, so the Cities chose not to include SSO in the new scope
of collection services.

2.4.3.1  City of Vadnais Heights

The city of Vadnais Heights successfully implemented a conversion to organized collection in
1991 after almost two years of planning, negotiations and public participation. The City
originally had at least eight (8) haulers providing residential solid waste collection services.
When separate curbside recycling was initiated in 1987 (circa), the amount of additional truck
traffic became significant.

The City followed the Organized Collection statute process explicitly (as it existed at the time,
M.S. 115A.94 — 1987, Chapter 348, section 27) including:
1. Adoption of a resolution of intent to organize solid waste collection;
2. At least two public hearings (August 21, and September 18 1990); and
3. Final decision to organize solid waste collection via new contract with a consortium of
hauling companies that later formed under the name Vadnais Heights Group (VHG).

The objectives for organizing were stated very early in the process and remained consistent,
minimum goals throughout the entire planning process. In minutes of the City’s Solid Waste
Commission (September 18, 1989), the following reasons were originally established for
considering an organized collection system in Vadnais Heights:

1. *“To more effectively comply with State laws mandating the establishment of a recycling
program and the elimination of yard waste from the normal refuse collection.”

2. “To minimize the expected future increased cost to residents for refuse collection,
recycling and yard waste disposal.”

3. “To establish a collection system whereby payment by residents was based on volume.”

4. “To reduce the number of collection trucks within the City to improve the aesthetics,
reduce damage to city streets and improve safety.”

Additional Commission goals were stated at the August 21, 1990 City Council meeting:
5. “Facilitate the monitoring and reporting of the pickup and disposal of trash.”
6. “Implement a system that would prevent or reduce abuses of the system. The

Commission wants to implement a system that will reduce the incentive for people to
throw trash along the roadside.”
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In addition to these required steps, the City utilized a number of additional means to gather
public and hauler input into the City’s decision-making process, including (but not limited to):

+ Research on the organized collection statute and relevant case studies by City staff and
legal counsel (Willard Converse, of Jensen, Bell, Converse, & Erickson, P.A.).

+ Surveys by City staff as to the residents’ satisfaction with the current system and
willingness to change to an organized collection system alternative.

+ Multiple meetings of the City’s Solid Waste Commission over a period of almost two
years 1989 — 1990 (held approximately every month), including participation by the local
haulers.

+ Meetings and contract negotiations between City staff and individual haulers.
+ Meetings and contract negotiation between City staff and the consortium of haulers.

Through the organized collection planning process, the City and the affected haulers that were
currently serving Vadnais Heights residents at that time continued to discuss the option of a City
contract with a consortium. This option continued to gain favor by both the City and the haulers
as a preferred alternative to the original scenario for one contract with one hauling company.

In the end, the City decided to organize under a “zoned” system under one contract to the VHG
consortium of haulers. The proposed contract (as of August 1990) displayed the total number of
residential accounts (i.e., stops) for each hauler as of January 1, 1990 (before the organized
collection process officially began) and then proposed under the new City — VHG contract in
each zone:

Hauler Total No. of Accounts . Total No. of Accounts
as of 1/1/90 in Each Zone (Proposed)

Bellaire Sanitation 1,579 1,525

Wood Lake Sanitation 886 845

Twin City Sanitation 250 350

Wynne’s Rubbish Removal 300 258
Wildwood Sanitation 66 70

Red Arrow Sanitation 22 50
Haul-a-Way 22 43

Lake Sanitation 192 200

In the end, VHG as the hauler consortium became its own corporate entity and served as a single
point of contact and contracting for the City. VHG was in control of its membership such that
acquisitions and other transfers of interest were handled internally by the consortium. It was
stated in one of the public hearings that the consortium would be able to accept requests by other
haulers to join (such that the above list was not necessarily the final split of accounts within
VHG). The new organized collection system went into effect January 1, 1991. The City and
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VHG worked hard to implement the new system over the first few months and initial years of the
new system. Today, due to mergers and acquisitions, VHG is comprised of three hauling firms:
Allied Waste Services, Waste Management and Red Arrow Sanitation. The curbside recycling
system, one of the primary original reasons for the change to organized collection, recently was
changed to a single stream system in 2008 as per an amended contract with VHG.

243.2 City of Falcon Heights

The city of Falcon Heights has a fairly detailed report on their process of analyzing the
conversion to organized collection along with a dedicated special issue of the city of Falcon
Heights Newsletter plus a seven page “Update on Trash Collection Study” that lists the
chronology of the process.® Following is their chronology of activities and actions:

+ January 28, 2004 — The City’s Solid Waste Commission had been looking at the issue of
organized collection since early 2003. On January 28, 2004, the City council took action
to look into organized collection.

+ March 24, 2004 — The City council passed the resolution of intent to conduct further fact
finding noting that this was by no means a decision to proceed. Over 100 people
attended the public hearing with 35 residents and haulers speaking. The 90-day planning
period started.

+ May 6, 2004 — The Solid Waste Commission met with haulers to discuss ways the City
can achieve solid waste goals adopted by the Council. A considerable amount of time
was spent discussing road issues without complete answers. A follow-up meeting was
scheduled for May 13, 2004 prior to another public meeting scheduled for May 20, 2004.

+ June 23, 2004 — The Solid Waste Commission requested an extension of the 90-day
planning period. An interim report was provided of the activity to-date.

« July 15, 2004 — The final report date was delayed until late August or early September.

+ August 13, 2004 — The Solid Waste Commission continued discussions.

+ October 13, 2004 — The study report was presented at the City Council meeting. The 90-
day negotiation period started. A council decision date was set for January, 26, 2005.
Following is “The Commission Recommendation.”

“At every stage of this process the Commission has kept in mind the question, ‘What is in the
best interests of the residents of Falcon Heights?’ After an extended period of study, the Falcon

Heights Solid Waste Commission has found that™

+ Residents in cities with organized collection pay significantly lower fees than the
Falcon Heights average.

1942004 Organized Collection Study: Update.” Jan. 2005. City of Falcon Heights, MN. Online at www.falcon-
heights.mn.us/gov/sw/swnews.html
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+ Only with a contract can we make the decision about where our garbage goes, based
on our environmental interests, and make sure we have a voice in other important
decisions about our municipal solid waste.

+ If we can reduce the number of garbage trucks serving the City, we can make our
streets and alleys last longer and reduce exhaust and noise pollution.

+ Continued consolidation of the industry will leave individual residents with
decreasing choice and decreasing power in the marketplace, if the City keeps an open
system.

It is the consensus of the Commission that the interests of the residents of Falcon Heights
can best be served by implementing organized collection in the City.

Accordingly, the Commission recommends the following plan and timetable:

+ On October 13, end the statutory planning period and commence the 90-day
discussion period.
+ Put the Commission’s report and recommendation and the hauler’s recommendation
in the hands of residents as soon as possible after October 13.
+ Take comments from the public under guidelines to be determined by the City Council
for a limited period to be designated by the Council.
+ Make available an opportunity for haulers to participate in further discussion during
the 90 days.
+ Make findings of fact, as required by Minn. Stat. 115A.94, in January, 2005, at the
end of the 90 day discussion period or soon thereafter.
+ Pending the will of the Council, after the expiration of the 90 days, issue a Request
for Proposal that:
+ Serves the best interests of the residents of Falcon Heights, financially and
environmentally
+ Moves toward all the goals articulated in January, 2004
« Covers all types of residential solid waste discussed in the original goals, except
recycling, which shall remain separate for now
+ Makes every effort, including innovative strategies developed by other cities, to
ensure that all haulers, large and small, now licensed in the city, have a fair
chance to compete for a city contract.”

+ November 9, 2004 — Report summary was to be mailed to residents.

+ January 13, 2005 — The public comment period was closed on December 30, 2004. The
council is reading all the comments.

« January 27, 2005 — Council chooses alternate garbage plan, not a city-wide contract. The
council voted unanimously to seek a “Memorandum of Understanding” with the licensed
waste haulers to mitigate some of the effects of truck traffic and enhance public
education.
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Despite extensive study by the city of Falcon Heights Solid Waste Commission with conclusions
that interests of the residents of Falcon Heights would be best served by organizing collection,
the City Council was not able to proceed.

2.4.3.3  City of Minneapolis

The city of Minneapolis has continuously been involved in some form of city-wide organized
collection since at least 1902.%° In the early 1970’s, the City decided to develop a split system in
which approximately half of the City would be serviced by municipal crews and the other half
would be serviced by a contracted hauler. At that time, Minneapolis Refuse Inc. (MRI) was
formed as a consortium of a large number of pre-existing haulers and was awarded a contract to
service half the City without a competitive procurement process. Municipal crews provide the
same basic level of service in the other half, thus maintaining a balance of public/private service
provision.

These actions were taken long before the Organized Collection Act was adopted by the
Minnesota Legislature in 1987. The authority for the City to organize collection is provided in
the City’s home rule charter that provides authority to enter into contracts to collect solid waste.

Over the years, the City and MRI continued to negotiate five-year extensions to the collection
contract up until and including a five-year extension in 2002. Thus, from 1971 through 2007, the
City never competitively bid the waste collection contract. In 2005, the City developed a
Business Plan for Solid Waste and Recycling Services that included competitive sourcing of this
contract as a prudent public policy.?

A Request for Proposals (RFP) was issued by the City in March, 2006. MRI filed a lawsuit
seeking to enjoin the RFP process on the grounds that the City had not followed the Organized
Collection Statute process that requires the 180 day planning and discussion process. The
injunction was granted to MRI and the City was required to follow the Organized Collection
process.

The City claimed that the City was not required to follow that process since they had become
organized well before 1987 when the Organized Collection Act was originally adopted. The
City noted that the Organized Collection statute merely provides statutory authority for those
cities that do not otherwise have authority to organize collection. Further, the City noted that
Subd. 6. (c) of the Organized Collection statute provides that a city may exercise any authority
granted by another law to govern collection of solid waste, including a home rule charter.?

The lawsuit between MRI and the city of Minneapolis went before a Hennepin County District
Court judge, who issued his ruling on September 15, 2006. The ruling was in favor of MRI
causing the City to be required to follow the Organized Collection process even though the City

20 «procedures for Solid Waste and Recycling Collection Contract.” Dec. 1996. Office of the City Attorney, City of
Minneapolis, MN.

2! | etter to the Honorable Sandra Colvin Roy, Chair, Transportation and Public Works Committee. Oct. 10, 2006.
Dept. of Public Works, City of Minneapolis, Minnesota.

22 «procedures for Solid Waste and Recycling Collection Contract.” Dec. 1996. Office of the City Attorney, City of
Minneapolis, Minnesota. .
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believed they had been organized in the same manner since 1971. Part of the judge’s
memorandum reads as follows: %

‘The City argues that Subd. 6 (““Organized Collection Not Required or Prevented”) of the
statute makes the otherwise mandatory requirements of Subd. 3(c) optional for cities whose
home rule charter provides for governance of the collection of solid waste. But once the City
chose to organize parts of its collection, it exercised its authority under the home rule charter as
allowed by the option granted in Subdivision 6(a), which states that ““the authority granted in
this section to organize solid waste collection is optional and is in addition to authority to govern
solid waste collection granted by other *“law.”” (emphasis added). That is not to say that the
choice made by the City in 1971 governs in perpetuity; but again, the arguments presented in
this case show that the City intends at this time to continue organized collection in parts of the
City. In other words, the optional part of Minn. Stat. 115A.94 is whether or not to organize;
once the decision to organize has been made, the *““shall”” language of Subd. 3(c) makes clear, as
demonstrated by the 1990 amendments, that cities are mandated to abide by Subd. 3(c) and the
procedures of Subd. 4. Indeed, when the City admitted in court that it was operating under the
statute for initial organization of commercial areas of downtown Minneapolis, the City made an
“affirmative election” to organize collection for those areas and to abide by the statutory
procedures in doing so. The City’s RFP process chosen by the council on February 10 does not
comply by the statutory requirements, and the City’s argument that it is not required because this
is not an initial organization but a re-organization is erroneous because a re-organization
significantly changes the structure of collection, which is exactly what the Organized Collection
Act aimed to control.’

A subsequent section of the ruling continues:

‘As stated earlier, the (City’s) charter contains two enumerated powers — the power to
provide removal throughout the City, and the power to enter into contracts for that removal.
Neither of those powers concern the process by which organization of waste collection is done.
That process is the specific subject matter of Minn. Stat. 115A.94....it is clear from the
mandatory language of the statute that the Legislature intended to craft a specific law
concerning the procedures to be followed when a local government sets up its chosen form of
organized collection. The statute was intended to cover all cities, including charter cities, and is
intended to occupy the field of the procedures for waste collection organization.’

This court case and ruling seems to indicate that for any city to make a change in their existing
organized collection structure, they are required to go through the specific and what has proven
to be a difficult, lengthy, and potentially expensive process. For example, arguably a city that
has a contract for service with an existing hauling company, but desires to seek competitive
proposals at the end of the contract term rather than negotiate a contract extension would be
required to go through the Organized Collection process. Faced with going through the
Organized Collection process, the city may choose to simply negotiate a contract extension
without ever having another competitive process.

%% State of Minnesota, County of Hennepin District Court. Sept. 2006. Minneapolis Refuse, Inc. vs. City of
Minneapolis, Minnesota. .
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2.4.3.4  Cities of Plymouth and Edina

The cities of Plymouth and Edina both currently have organized residential recycling collection
services. They also both have recently initiated recycling purchasing processes to procure
additional and new services for residential curbside recycling collection. In each case, a curbside
recycling RFP was developed by City staff, with review and approval by a contract legal
counsel. This legal opinion stated that the Cities must still follow the Organized Collection
statute in M.S. 115A.94 if they wanted to include source separated organics (SSO) as a new
service to the recycling contracts. The cities were hoping to add SSO as a new recyclable
commaodity as part of curbside recycling contract services. This legal opinion stated that
following the Organized Collection statute is required despite the amendment to the definition of
mixed MSW in the 2008 Regular Session of the Minnesota Legislature (Chapter 357 - S.F. No.
3056, Sections 32 and 33) and the addition of the new term “source-separated compostable
materials”. This municipal legal opinion held that the definitions of “solid waste” or “recyclable
materials” was not changed with the Organized Collection statute (115A.94) and therefore such
expansion of the scope of curbside recycling services should trigger the Organized Collection
process (as per 115A.94). In both cases, the cities of Plymouth and Edina elected not to include
SSO collection and composting in the scope of services.

25 Issues Related to Collection Services

There are several potential issues associated with collection services that have been identified in
the work plan for this study. These issues are:

Costs of collection services to residents;
Waste generation/management;

Waste disposal/management;
Infrastructure costs; and

Accidents and safety.

* & & o o

This study researched these issues as part of the literature review task. The results of the
literature review research are presented in the following subsections. Some of these issues are
addressed again in later sections of this report.

25.1 Cost/Pricing

Rate surveys are a common practice in the evaluations conducted by cities when considering
whether to implement organized collection. As noted previously, it is common for these studies
to report that rates paid by households in organized systems are less than those paid in open
systems. This subsection provides highlights from a few of the data sources.

25.1.1 City of Falcon Heights

Exhibit 2-1 is a rate comparison provided in the city of Falcon Heights Organized Collection
Study: Final Report.*

2 «Organized Collection Study: Final Report.” Oct. 2004. City of Falcon Heights, Minnesota.
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Exhibit 2-1 Falcon Heights Residents Do Pay More!#®

City Type of 30 60 90
Collection Gallon Gallon Gallon
Falcon Heights (average of 6 companies) Open $13.59 $15.56 $17.17
Roseville (average of 7 companies) Open $12.85 $14.90 $16.84
Maplewood (average of 9 haulers) Open $12.19 $14.11 $16.08
North St. Paul, 2003 Organized $8.07 $8.86 $10.39
Shakopee, 2004-2005 Organized $8.60 $10.65 $12.24
Little Canada, 2002 (most recent rates listed) ~ Organized $8.29 $9.77 $11.29
White Bear Lake Organized $7.50 $11.00 $15.00
Stillwater, 3 years ending 12/31/05 Organized $8.16 $10.06 $12.03

Note: Data are from approximately 2003 and 2004. All rates given are base rates that do not include County Environmental
Charge, tax, yard waste, special offers or introductory offers. Rates for other cities are given on the cities” websites or were
communicated by city staff. Every effort was made to compare “apples to apples.” Note that White Bear Lake has structured its
rates to encourage waste reduction by increasing the differential between fees on the bin sizes.

The data in Exhibit 2-1 are from approximately 2003 and 2004. The cities are in relative close
proximity and served by many of the same hauling companies. The organized cities consistently
show a lower cost per month across 30 to 90 gallon levels of service. It is noted in Exhibit 2-1
that efforts were taken to “compare apples to apples.” It is also interesting to note that the city of
White Bear Lake has intentionally structured rates to encourage recycling and waste reduction
via increasing the differential prices between 30 gallons to 60 gallons to 90 gallons. Most other
cities in Exhibit 2-1 increase rates by approximately $2.00 going to larger containers. White
Bear Lake has $3.50 to $4.00 increments. This should help to motivate residents to recycle or
reduce their waste so they may subscribe to a smaller container.

2.5.1.2  Ramsey/Washington Public Collection Study

The Ramsey/Washington County report that was referenced earlier in Section 2.4.1 also included
rate information from several different data sources (included in Appendix 14 of the
Ramsey/Washington County report?®). The summary of the rate data is reproduced in this report
as Exhibit 2-2 running to the end of this subsection.

The Oakdale Survey that is part of Exhibit 2-2 demonstrates the relatively common occurrence
of lower costs per month for organized systems than open systems. The data are from 2001. The
North St. Paul data, in Exhibit 2-2, from 2000 also shows a consistent pattern of lower rates for
organized systems as do the city of Maplewood data. The notes under the Maplewood table
point out a variation in potential costs. The three notes indicate that haulers may charge more for
the “extra” services in organized systems than in open where such charges are likely to be more
closely scrutinized by individual customers. The Lauderdale text continues the pattern of lower
costs for organized systems.

25 H
Ibid.
% «Final Report: Study on Public Collection.” Apr. 2002. Ramsey & Washington Counties. St. Paul, MN.
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The text associated with the Minnesota Attorney General’s Report points out another interesting
variation. The Attorney General Report was compiled by the Antitrust Division who studied 13
Ramsey and Washington County municipalities with organized collection. The report concluded
that maintaining cost-effective rates are not only a function of organizing collection, but also
very dependent on the method of contractor procurement. Communities that maintained
continued relationships with existing haulers were paying between 17.6% and 48.5% more than
communities that competitively select haulers. Thus, to help fully take advantage of the
efficiencies of organized collection, municipalities should not simply continually negotiate a
contract extension with the existing hauling company. A competitive procurement process keeps
the contract costs in line with other market pricing.

Exhibit 2-2 Financial Issues Related to Public Collection?’

Appendix 14 Financial Issues Related to Public Collection — (excepted from
Ramsey/Washington counties report).

This study did not include a detailed look at waste collection pricing in Ramsey and Washington
Counties. It did gather information on what a few communities had recently prepared on the
issue of waste collection, and some information from two studies conducted in 1993.

Oakdale Survey

The city of Oakdale staff in 2001 surveyed 14 cities with a variety of collection systems for
residential trash and recycling. Rates were tabulated for small (30-gallon) medium (60-gallon),
and large (90-gallon) size trash cans, including recycling service. Can sizes, other than 30, 60
and 90 gallon, were grouped in the closest size category. Other services, such a yard waste
pickup, and special rates, such as for seniors, were excluded to the degree possible so that the
data are comparable.

27 1bid.
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Exhibit 2-2 continued...

Oakdale Rates SMALL MEDIUM LARGE
(@ 30 Gallon) (@ 60 Gallon) (@ 90 Gallon)
Averages
Municipal system (1) $11.00 $13.23
Contract — Single Hauler (5) $9.40 $11.08 $12.90
Contract — Multiple Hauler (3) $10.96 $12.72 $14.81
Open System (5) $13.87 $15.80 $17.53
Oakdale $13.57 $15.56 $17.68

North Saint Paul

A year 2000 study of nine contract and three open collection metropolitan area cities by the city
of North St. Paul noted the following monthly rates. (Services in these cities varied from only
solid waste to also including recycling, yard waste, and appliances.)

+ 30 gallon: $8.90 to $11.45 contract; $12.72 to $15.97 open
+ 60 gallon: $10.60 to $13.25 contract: $17.01 to $18.60 open
+ 90 gallon: $12.15 to $15.10 contract: $15.95 to $20.51 open

City of Maplewood

Maplewood, in 1996, surveyed of all its haulers plus five communities with organized collection.
It found the following monthly rate averages:

30 Gallon 60 Gallon 90 Gallon
Maplewood $11.94 $14.53 $16.78
Organized cities $10.50 $13.37 $14.37

The City noted in its study:

+ “Two haulers examined the average of total charges (basic plus extras) for customers in
organized cities. Based on the proprietary information, customers in one city averaged
paying 30 to 40 percent more than the basic prices, and in another the customers averaged
paying 50 to 80 percent more than the basic prices.”

+ “Staff conducted a survey of charges for additional items among Maplewood licensees
and in the sample of organized collection communities. The prices for extra collection
services were lower in Maplewood’s open system than in the organized cities.”

+ “Haulers also stress that they use discretion in charging their customers for collecting
extra items or amounts... In an organized system, haulers state they would not have this
flexibility.”
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Exhibit 2-2 continued...
Lauderdale

“The average price for haulers in the city of Lauderdale is $17.09/month (60 gallon cart). The
average price of organized collection in other cities is $12.06/month (60 gallon cart).” Memo to
Rick Getschow, City Administrator, Lauderdale, from Paul Heuer, Bonestroo Rosene Aderlik &
Associates, Engineers & Architects, 4/9/01.

Minnesota Attorney General’s Report

A report was prepared on organized collection in 1993 by the Attorney General’s Office,
Antitrust Division. It studied 13 Ramsey and Washington County municipalities with organized
collection, and concluded that municipalities that have organized collection should regularly go
through a procurement process to increase chances of getting better rates for residents. It found
“Based on the average adjusted per-household monthly rates for 30-32 gallon, 60-64 gallon, 90 —
96 gallon, and unlimited collection services, the surveyed communities that continued
relationships with local haulers were paying between 17.6 and 48.5 percent more than
communities that had competitively selected haulers.”

1993 Metro Area Study

In 1993 the Metropolitan Council hired the consulting firm GBB to analyze organized collection.
This was prior to the Supreme Court’s action to strike down flow control. In addition, the city of
Chanhassen hired GBB to analyze this issue. The data from GBB’s survey of municipalities in
metro area study (7-County Metro Region) and the city of Chanhassen organized collection
study are shown in the table below, and are the average residential generator charges per month.
The report included the following note: *...other factors besides the institutional structure of the
collection system affect generator charges, especially differences in service levels, differences in
the recyclables collected, and differences in collection frequency. For all four categories of trash
service, the regional median was $15.23 for organized and $17.16 for open.”

7-County  7-County
Region Region
Organized Open

Ramsey Ramsey  Washington Washington
Organized Open Organized Open

30 Gallon $11.78 $13.30 $12.83 $12.90 $12.12 $13.72
60 Gallon $12.89 $16.01 $16.56 $15.37 $14.78 $16.08
90 Gallon $14.84 $18.62 $19.10 $17.70 $15.69 $18.25
Unlimited $19.36 $19.50 $20.56 No data $19.14 $20.01
Recyclables $2.12 No data 0 $1.58 $1.12 $1.50
Yard Waste $1.10 No charge  $1.25/bag $1.15 $0.74 $1.10
to to to
$1.50/bag  $1.50/bag $1.25/bag
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Exhibit 2-2 continued...

Finally the 1993 Metro Area Study also showed lower costs for organized systems over the open
systems at that time. (End of Exhibit 2-2)

25.1.3  Goodhue County Survey

Exhibit 2-3 is a summary of rate comparisons completed for Goodhue County by MPCA staff.?
The Exhibit shows 2007/2008 rate information for several communities in Goodhue County.
The top six entries are open systems and the bottom four are organized with three via contracts
and one municipal. There are some variations in approach in that Wacouta and Goodhue have
only one size container. It is tricky making comparisons because the service levels are not
always comparable. For example, Waste Management collects garbage in Cannon Falls, but not
the recyclables. The monthly rates range from $15.00 to $20.00 going from 30 to 90 gallon
service. In Zumbrota, Waste Management has the contract in an organized system collecting not
only garbage, but also recyclables. The rates range from $12.84 to $15.73 going from 30 to 90
gallon service. The open system rates in Cannon Falls without recycling are higher than the
organized system rates in Zumbrota where both garbage and recycling service is required.

The lowest rates in Exhibit 2-3 are in Lake City with a contract with Lake City Disposal that
requires delivery to the Red Wing Waste-to-Energy (WTE) facility. Rural rates are generally
higher than city rates, likely due to lower customer densities. The city of Red Wing rates are
very competitive for the 30 gallon service, but due to the City Service Charge, the rate for 90
gallon service is relatively high. The service charge covers bonding to fund an up-front fuel
cleaning system to be completed by Fall 2009.

%8 Schneider, Jeff. 2007/2008 Update. “Goodhue & Red Wing Rated Study.” Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.
Rochester, MN.
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Exhibit 2-3 2007/2008 Survey of Monthly Rates for Residential
Waste Collection Services in Goodhue County

Hauler City/Hauler Small | Medium| Large Recycling Total Cost Range
Contract Vol. Vol. Vol. Rate (SW tax + Recycling)

Wacouta* P.L.G. No? N/A $12.15 N/A N/A $13.24

City of Goodhue (Rural) WMI No $12.50 $14.25 $17.25 Service Not Provided $18.71~$23.93
City of Red Wing (Rural) WMI No $12.50 $14.25 $17.25 Service Not Provided $18.71~$23.93
Cannon Falls** WMI No $15.00 $17.00 $20.00 Paid by City Contract $16.46*~$21.95
Residential City Rates Veolia No $19.00 $20.00 $22.00 Service Not Provided $20.85~$24.15
Rural County Rates Veolia No $24.00 $25.00 $27.00 Service Not Provided $26.34~$29.63
Lake City Lake City Disposal Yes $7.85 $9.75 $11.65 $2.15 $10.77~$14.94
City of Goodhue*** Gibson Yes $13.50 $13.50 $13.50 $3.00 $16.50

Zumbrota WMI Yes $12.84 $14.19 $15.73 No Charge for Service $14.09~$17.26
Kenyon Grose Yes N/A $14.50 $20.30 $4.00 $19.91~$26.28
City of Red Wing**** City of Red Wing City Service $8.27 $16.53 $24.80 $4.00 $13.07~$31.22

*Billing Statement Does Not Indicate Whether Recycling is Included or Available and Does Not Apply the T9.75% MN SW tax required by state law.
**Cost of Recycling is Not included in Cost Range, City of Cannon Falls Pays for Residential Recycling Services Through a Separate Contract.
**SW Mgt Tax is Paid by the City of Goodhue and Included in the Price, Residents Provide Their Own Waste Container, Rate is Independent of Volume.

****City Does Not Offer 32 Gallon or 64 Gallon Option, Rate is Extrapolated from Cost of 48 Gallon and 96 Gallon Containers Rates
i.e.Cost/Gallon, Rates Include City Service Charge

25.14 Rate Summary

When comparing rates from one community and system type to another, it is important to
identify variables and try to account for them. Potential variables include differences in service
levels, distances to disposal locations and the corresponding tipping fees, surcharges, etc. The
comparisons cited made efforts to control the variables or identify them and make adjustments.
Also, variables such as identified in the Attorney General Report where organized cities that only
negotiate contract extensions have higher rates can also cause discrepancies. Nevertheless, the
rates charged in open systems are typically higher than in organized systems. This is a natural
occurrence due to the difference in efficiencies and the potential for rate increases periodically
without much scrutiny by individual customers. Additional rate information is provided as part
of the municipal survey in later report sections.

25.2 Volume Based Pricing and Waste Generation

There is a great deal of information related to the affect of volume-based rates (also called pay-
as-you-throw, unit-based pricing, and variable rate pricing). Changing from one flat rate for all
service levels to volume-based rates (e.g., significantly increasing rates going from 30 to 60 and
90 gallon carts or bag systems) has been credited with a significant increase in recycling and
landfill reductions in many communities. Organized systems can provide public entities with
greater control over rate structures and therefore provide increased influence in managing wastes
via reduction and recycling. Even so, municipal regulation of private contracted hauler rates via
licensing can also provide more aggressive rates for volume-based rates. For example, the
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Western Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) has a volume-based rate structure in its solid
waste ordinance (covered in more detail in Section 4 of this report).

25.3 Transportation (Transfer Haul Costs)

Foth has developed a spreadsheet model for estimating transfer hauling costs which allows for
incorporating different assumptions for key variables such as fuel costs, average travel speeds,
tons hauled per load, one way miles, etc. The model then calculates the costs and converts them
to some commonly used rates such as cost per ton, cost per ton-mile, cost per hour, and cost per
mile. The model is depicted using common assumptions for two different hauling distances in
Table 2-4 (example A is 90 miles and B is 120 miles). The model was recently calibrated with
actual hauling quotes.

The electronic copy of the model has been provided to the MPCA as part of the project. Part of
the usefulness of the model is that it helps to gauge the potential impact when different variables
are changed. For example, in Table 2-4A, if the fuel cost per gallon increases by $1.00 from
$3.00 to $4.00 per gallon, the cost per ton is projected to increase from $16.20 to $17.84, an
increase of $1.64 per ton or an approximate 10% increase in the cost per ton for a 33% increase
in fuel cost per gallon. Numerous other sensitivities can be developed with the model.
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Table 2-4A

Transfer Haul Cost Model

From St. Paul Generally to Disposal Location A at 90 Miles

Assumptions & Cost Calculations

Cost Category and Assumption Values

Cost Calculations

1 | Tons/Year 130,000 | Ave/loads/day 18.94
2 | Cubic yards/load 110 | Round trip time (minutes) 229
3 | Ibs./cy 400 | No. trucks 7.24
4 | Tons/load 22 | Ave. trips/truck 2.6
5 | Days/Year 312 | Annual Mileage 1,063,636
6 | Hook up time 13 | Annual Truck Amort. $ $294,036
7 | Unload time 20 | Annual Main. $ $212,727
8 | One way miles 90 | Annual license, ins, etc $ $57,920
9 | Ave. Speed (mph) 55 | Annual Fuel $ $638,182
10 | Hrs./Day 10 | Annual Labor $ $903,554
11 | Tractor/Tlr. Cost $235,000 | Total Annual $ $2,106,419
12 | Maintenance $/mi $0.20 | Cost per ton $16.20
13 | License ins, etc/veh. $8,000 | Cost/ton-mile $0.090
14 | Fuel $/gal $3.00 | Annual Hours 22,589
15 | Mileage (mpg) 5 | Cost per Hour $93
16 | Labor $/hr. $40.00 | Cost per Mile $1.98
Table 2-4B Transfer Haul Cost Model
From St. Paul Generally to Disposal Location B at 120 Miles
Assumptions & Cost Calculations
Cost Category and Assumption Values Cost Calculations
1 | Tons/Year 130,000 | Ave/loads/day 18.94
2 | Cubic yards/load 110 | Round trip time (minutes) 353
3 | Ibs./cy 400 | No. trucks 11.14
4 | Tons/load 22 | Ave. trips/truck 1.7
5 | Days/Year 312 | Annual Mileage 1,418,182
6 | Hook up time 13 | Annual Truck Amort. $ $452,534
7 | Unload time 20 | Annual Main. $ $283,636
8 | One way miles 120 | Annual license, ins, etc $ $89,141
9 | Ave. Speed (mph) 45 | Annual Fuel $ $850,909
10 | Hrs./Day 10 | Annual Labor $ $1,390,606
11 | Tractor/Tlr. Cost $235,00 | Total Annual $ $3,066,827
12 | Maintenance $/mi $0.20 | Cost per ton $23.59
13 | License ins, etc/veh. $8,000 | Cost/ton-mile $0.098
14 | Fuel $/gal $3.00 | Annual Hours 34,765
15 | Mileage (mpg) 5 | Cost per Hour $88
16 | Labor $/hr. $40.00 | Cost per Mile $2.16
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254 Infrastructure Costs on Roads and Bridges

Reducing the impact on roads and alleys from multiple trucks is commonly identified as a
potential benefit and goal of municipalities interested in changing from open to organized
collection. General descriptions of the impacts on roads are cited in many related reports.

The term Equivalent Single Axle Load (ESAL) is used to compare the road impact of one type of
vehicle to another. An ESAL factor of 1.0 is applied to a truck with 18,000 pounds per axle. A
typical passenger car is reported to have an ESAL factor of 0.0007 in some references and
0.0008 in others. A garbage truck can have an ESAL as high as 1.6 or 2,286 cars. However,
most references in different reports place the car equivalents for garbage trucks lower, at a range
of 857 to 1,429. The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) uses a formula
providing one garbage truck is equivalent to 1,000 car trips.

Exhibit 2-4 was provided in the city of Fort Collins report.”®

Exhibit 2-4 Comparison of Trash and Other Vehicle Impacts

Vehicle type

Number  ESAL I assenger

General Classification AASHTO Classification Car
of Axles Factor )
Equivalents

Cars Passenger Cars 2 0.0008 1
Vans/Pickups Other 2-Axle/4-Tire Trucks 2 0.0052 7
Large Pickups/Delivery Vans  Panel and Pickup Trucks 3 0.0122 15
Large Delivery Trucks 3 or More Axle Trucks 3 0.1303 163
Local Delivery Trucks 2-Axle/6-Tire Trucks 2 0.1890 236
Residential Recycling Trucks 2 0.2190 274
Buses Buses 2o0r3 0.6806 851
Residential Trash Trucks 3 1.0230 1,279
Long Haul Semi-Trailers Various Classifications 3-5+ 1.1264 1,408

Trash trucks are one of the heaviest vehicles traveling residential streets. A study by the
University of Michigan Transportation Research Institute is cited routinely in several of the
reports regarding impact of garbage trucks on roads.*® This report concluded that “Fatigue
damage to rigid and flexible pavements is most directly determined by maximum axle loads and
pavement thickness.” The city of Falcon Heights developed estimates of the percentage of road
impacts due to garbage trucks versus typical car traffic in a range of streets with different traffic
frequencies. A heavily traveled area with only one garbage truck provided only an estimated
7.79% of impact from a garbage truck. In a “low traffic alley” with five garbage trucks using the
alley, the percentage of road impacts attributable to garbage trucks was estimated as high as
85.96%." Thus, the most dramatic impact is on those streets and alleys that get the least overall
amount of vehicle use.

2 «“Trash Services Study Final Report.” July 2008. R3 Consulting Group, Inc. Fort Collins, CO.

% Gillespie, Thomas D. et al. Aug. 1992. “Effects of Heavy Vehicle Characteristics on Pavement Response and
Performance: Final Report.” University of Michigan Transportation Research Institute.

*! «Organized Collection Study: Final Report.” Oct. 2004. City of Falcon Heights, Minnesota.
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There may be some variations that increase or decrease the potential impacts. The report from
the University of Michigan also shows that repeated starting and stopping (especially stopping)
will increase the damage to streets by 50% to 100% depending on the speed of the truck and the
weight of the load being carried. Garbage trucks with few stops on a block tend to be traveling
faster when they begin stopping.

Improvements in the design of garbage trucks mitigate some of the impacts. Automated trucks
loading from the side should distribute weight more evenly than rear-loaded trucks thereby
reducing the impact of the rear axles. In addition, trucks with additional axles help distribute
weight.

An engineering firm (URS) prepared a memorandum for the city of Arden Hills in their review
of potential organized collection. The memorandum noted that in Arden Hills, a 9-ton pavement
design is used for residential streets to account for heavier vehicles such as delivery trucks,
buses, and garbage trucks.** The memorandum noted that the main causes for deterioration of
bituminous pavement over its life span are the strength and stability of the pavement base, traffic
volumes, type of traffic and environmental factors such as water, temperature, sun, and
pollutants.

The memorandum concluded that:

“Although vehicle types and loading contribute to the wear of the pavement section,
environmental factors also contribute to the deterioration of the pavement section. A
properly designed bituminous surface should be able to handle the traffic loading over its
design life including heavy truck loadings experienced in Arden Hills. Reducing the
number of heavy truck loadings should have positive effects on the lifespan and quality of
local streets however, environmental factors are generally responsible for the majority of
pavement wear and deterioration for Arden Hills streets and therefore significant
extensions of pavement life are unlikely.”

The potential economic impact of the road maintenance costs has been estimated by some city
officials. The city of Roseville estimated the cost to reconstruct one mile of 7-ton street at
approximately $500,000. The engineer believes Roseville streets would last an estimated five
(5) to ten (10) years longer if garbage truck traffic was limited. The reduced road maintenance
was estimated to potentially save the typical homeowner $20 to $40 per year.** With 9,400
single family households, this represents a savings of $188,000 to $376,000 per year for the city
of Roseville.

The city of Oakdale has estimated that going from five (5) haulers to one hauler would
conservatively represent a little over 4% annual street maintenance cost savings. With the City
averaging $3 million for annual road maintenance, the City estimates the savings at a minimum
of $120,000 to over $300,000 per year in long term maintenance costs.

32 | andwer, Nick, P.E. 2005. “Memorandum to Murtuza Dissiqui, City of Arden Hills.” URS. Minneapolis MN.
% «City of Roseville, Solid Waste and Recycling Report” 2002. Residential Solid Waste and Recycling Advisory
Committee. City of Roseville, Minnesota.
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Thus, the potential annual costs for road maintenance potentially associated with garbage
collection vehicles is conservatively estimated in the low hundreds of thousands for some cities.

255 Diesel and Gasoline Emissions

Emissions of air pollutants from heavy-duty vehicles, particularly heavy-duty and high weight
vehicles such as waste/recycling vehicles, have come under scrutiny in recent years. This
attention is due to three main factors:

+ The Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) past emphasis on controlling emissions
from passenger cars and light duty trucks has reduced the proportional contribution of
these sources and illuminated the contribution of air pollution from heavy-duty vehicles.

+ The public is increasingly concerned about the human health and environmental impacts
of particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, and GHG which are emitted.

+ Emission controls technologies have become reliable and cost effective in controlling
emissions. However, heavy duty diesel fleets do not always have the most current
emissions controls.

Increased health risks, including asthma and heart disease in people have been correlated with
exposure to diesel and gasoline engine emissions. The emissions can form ground level ozone
(smog) and can contain hydro-carbons, Carbon Monoxide (CO), and Carbon Dioxide (CO5).
Waste collection arrangements are directly related to fuel consumption and to emissions.
Creating efficiencies in waste collection activities can reduce emissions.

Opportunities for the reduction of emissions are occurring and include:

+ Route changes to reduce inefficiency and idling;
+ Replace obsolete engines and vehicles; and
+ Retrofit existing fleet equipment to control emissions.

Investigation into the potential reduction of emissions has not been completed for Minnesota’s
waste/recycling fleet due to the wide variety of collection arrangements, fleet type, engine age,
variations fueling and fleet/engine emissions controls. The MPCA is now working with a large
waste collection fleet owner to reduce emissions. There appears to be the potential for
significant reductions in air emissions including GHGs for waste collection activities.

Together with fleet modernization, efficient collection systems could contribute to reducing air
pollution arising from waste/recycling fleet emissions.

2.5.6 Accidents/Safety

Most accident and safety studies completed on waste and recycling collection have been based
on the ergonomic aspects for collection employees. These studies have indicated that waste and
recycling collection is an occupation with an above average injury rate. This is being addressed
as the industry shifts to more automated collection to avoid much of the lifting and exposure to
wastes. Studies regarding vehicle accidents involving waste and/or recycling collection vehicles
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were not identified in this study. It is intuitive that increased efficiency resulting in less truck
miles traveled would in turn reduce the potential for accidents involving waste collection
vehicles.

2.6 Interest Group Positions

There are several groups that have active interests in how MSW and recyclables are collected,
especially regarding changes to existing systems. This section documents the positions of the
following groups:

National Solid Waste Management Association (NSWMA)
League of Minnesota Cities (LMC)

Minnesota Inter-county Association (MICA)

Association of Minnesota Counties (AMC)

Minnesota Solid Waste Administrators Association (SWAA)
Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board (SWMCB)

* & & & o o

2.6.1 National Solid Waste Management Association (NSWMA)

The NSWMA represents many of the private hauling companies in Minnesota. This group has
an active state chapter in Minnesota. Private companies provide the majority of the MSW and
recyclables collection service in Minnesota and therefore are key to the success of any system.

Generally private haulers oppose changing from open to organized MSW and recycling
collection systems. They have built their business based on the regulations and market
conditions that are in existence. Changing from open to organized systems represents a
potentially serious threat to the future of their businesses. Hauler participation in the
Ramsey/Washington Counties Public Collection Study was noted in Section 2.4.2.2.

As part of this study, a list of questions was developed and provided to representatives of
NSWMA. Foth met with several representatives to discuss the questions and gain direct input
from NSWMA regarding many of the potential issues. The questions as posed for the study are
in bold below and the written answers provided directly by NSWMA are provided in italics
below.

The members of the Minnesota Chapter of the National Solid Wastes Management Association
provide the following responses to questions concerning Government Managed Waste
Collection.

+ Question: What does NSWMA see as the advantages of open collection and the
disadvantages of organized collection (worded as government collection by
NSWMA)?

“Over the past 12 years as we have worked with communities on this issue, we have discovered
the root of the issue is NOT the garbage and recycling collection system. Time and time again,
in packed city council chambers, residents have demanded the right to maintain their
FREEDOM of CHOICE and overwhelmingly told government officials not to destroy the free
market system. Our experience shows that citizens, at the local level, expect government to
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reasonably regulate our industry while maintaining a system that allows for competition™.
Consumers know healthy competition provides the best price, service and value over the long
term.”

+ Question: What are NSWMA'’s responses to commonly stated advantages of organized
collection (worded as government managed collection by NSWMA)?

Increased efficiency leads to a lower cost per household

Less impacts of truck traffic on residential streets

Reduced risk of accidents, truck emissions, and noise

Greater control and management capabilities leads to

« Control where waste and recyclables are delivered

+ Better assurance that residents actually have garbage service

« Factors promoting recycling and diversion such as variable rate pricing

+ Uniform service makes public education simpler

« Ability to provide access to special service at known, controlled costs

» Ability to competitively bid service on a regular basis

» Can be used to generate revenues to support other services

v v v v

“An open market, with competition, is the only way to drive innovation, hence efficiency and
value. Value is not just price, but the combination of price, service and environmental
protection.

It is interesting to note, when government speaks of the advantages of government “managed”
collection, there appears to be an underlying presumption they can manage the system better
than the private sector. Structurally, government is ill-equipped to manage the myriad of
challenges and demands of the consumer and, adds another burden to an already overworked
city staff.

Again, when you talk to residents, they believe government has more important problems to
tackle, especially given the long history of consistent, innovative and valuable service provided
by the private sector in the Twin Cities. A recent example in the Twin Cities market is single sort
recycling. Despite the naysayers, the amount of net material recycled has increased and
participation has skyrocketed. All of this was done WITHOUT government regulation. To be
clear, we do not advocate a new regulation mandating single-sort, but an open market that
allows technologies to compete against each other

Even today, despite all of the change in our industry, we have a healthy mix of competitors
including 50 year old private companies, large national companies and even new startups.
Although some of the ““advantages™ touted by government staff may appear to be desirable, they
do not offset the proven history and long term benefits of competition. The system we have
today, although not perfect, provides the best value to individual consumers and the community
at large.”

+ Question: Do haulers make more money per customer in open systems than organized
systems (worded as government managed systems by NSWMA)?
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“The open market system gives haulers, large and small, the opportunity to provide customized
waste solutions for its customers. Again, competition demands the best service at the best price.
Government managed collection reduces these opportunities and dramatically slows innovation,
hence value. In most cases, government management adds a layer of cost that is unnecessary.”

+ Question: What cities have followed the Organized Collection Statute in Minnesota
and actually implemented an organized system with a single hauler or consortium?

“During the past 12 years, several Minnesota communities have pursued government managed
collection using the Organized Collection Statute. Not one municipality has moved away from
an open market system in favor of Government Managed Waste Collection. The municipalities
that considered Government Managed Waste Collection and rejected a change, remaining a
competitive market area: Arden Hills, Carver, Lauderdale, Prior Lake, Coon Rapids, Pine
Island, Greenwood, St. Michael, Hanover, Albertville, St. Anthony, Falcon Heights, Ramsey
County and Olmstead County Sartell, Lino Lakes, Crystal and New Hope.”

+ Question: Does NSWMA oppose the concept of hauler consortiums (e.g., MRI) to
address the needs of both local government and the haulers?

“The members of NSWMA oppose hauler consortiums, want to compete, and believe the open
market system delivers the best value to the customer.”

+ Question: What is the history of the Organized Collection Statute? Why was it
originally developed? Why was it amended to include the 180 day hauler involved
planning/negotiating period?

“The organized collection statue was passed many years ago to protect haulers from government
unilaterally taking, without compensation, the businesses they have built over many years.
Thankfully it gives citizens and haulers ample opportunities to reinforce the importance of open
competition.”

+ Question: Do you have data on the prevalence of open and government managed
collection in other states?

“Each market area, across the country, is unique with many components figuring into how waste
and recycling is managed.”

+ Question: Are you familiar with the recent court case between MRI and the city of
Minneapolis? Specifically the judge’s ruling that required the City to follow the
procedures of the Organized Collection Statute?

» How does NSWMA believe that ruling affects open versus organized collection?

» How does NSWMA believe that ruling affects future collection procurement
processes for cities that already have a single hauler under contract, but the
contract term is nearing completion?
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“NSWMA believes in an open competitive market. However, should a community decide to
consider government managed collection; the statute must be followed as the judge has ruled in
this case.”

+ Question: How would you change the Organized Collection Statute?

“If cities are allowed to eliminate competition through this statute, the municipality should be
required to justly compensate the haulers that would be displaced. NSWMA remains supportive
of privatization and an open market.”

+ Question: What else do you want to cover?

“The hauler community, now more ever, is prepared to meet the challenges of an
environmentally sound, cost effective garbage and recycling collection system. Government
must stop attempting to control the market yet continue to develop reasonable environmental
regulations that truly meet the goals of its citizens.”

2.6.2 League of Minnesota Cities (LMC)

The LMC is the statewide organization representing city interests in collective programs,
services and advocacy at the State Capitol. LMC has been involved with the issue of “organized
collection vs. open hauling” of solid waste for many years. The common findings of cities
discussed elsewhere in this report are repeated in LMC’s own policy document on the issue of
organized collection. The LMC 2009 City Policies (November 2008) state:

“The reasons for implementing organized collection can vary, but include:

+ Public safety concerns caused by the number and frequency of large trucks moving
quickly through residential neighborhoods.

+ Reducing wear on public infrastructure from heavy truck traffic.

+ Improving the efficiency, cost and quality of garbage and recycling service provided to
local residents.

+ Cooperating with other local governments to best meet solid waste management and
recycling objectives.

+ Taking local steps to reduce energy impacts of public services.

+ Meeting the requirements of county ordinances and solid waste management plans as
required under Minn. Stat. § 115.94.”

LMC has provided technical assistance and legal advice to member cities that have attempted to
move towards organized collection. LMC has observed the same predominant pattern as to the
outcome of these local initiatives as discussed in earlier sections of this report. Furthermore,
LMC has historically opposed the weakening by the Minnesota Legislature of city authority to
organize solid waste and recycling collection systems.
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The LMC 2009 Policies further state that:

“Despite all of these important and valid reasons for using organized collection,
legislation has been discussed in several recent sessions (as introduced on behalf of the
waste hauling industry) that would allow special takings claims by the solid waste
industry if local governments make decisions that limit the number of companies that can
collect garbage in a community in a manner that prevents a company currently operating
in the community from continuing to do so through the implementation of organized
collection.”

This issue of compensating a solid waste hauler for lost business has become known as “inverse

condemnation”. While such inverse condemnation legislative initiatives have been introduced in
past sessions, they have not been successfully passed or enacted. In response to these debates at
the State Capitol, LMC’s 2009 Policy further states:

“The League of Minnesota Cities opposes efforts to apply inverse condemnation claims
to city solid waste contracting decisions. Further, the League of Minnesota Cities
supports the current state policy that organized collection is a valuable tool as part of a
comprehensive solid waste and recycling management program and recognizes the need
to protect and preserve the authority of cities to adopt solid waste service contracts that
protect public safety, the environment and public infrastructure.”

2.6.3 Minnesota Inter-County Association (MICA) Policies

MICA has a similar policy that supports existing county authority to help manage solid waste. In
its packet, MICA 2008 Legislative Recommendations on “Tax & Revenue” issues, MICA stated
that:

“The MICA Board of Directors urges the legislature to oppose efforts to authorize the
inverse condemnation of private property whose owners contend they are adversely affected
by government regulation.”

“Recently, the solid waste industry has pushed legislation that would require local
governments to condemn their businesses if they were adversely affected by “organized
hauling,” where the local government designates or negotiates with a specific hauler to
provide solid waste disposal services to its residents. The reason a local government may
wish to set up organized hauling is two-fold. First, it can save money for its residents.
Second, it allows counties to meet their state-mandated obligations to manage solid waste in
an environmentally sound manner. No county is presently using organized hauling but they
need that option, if only to get the solid waste industry to negotiate acceptable disposal
practices and to maintain the economic viability of the incinerators and RDF facilities that
the counties built in response to state mandates.”

[Source: http://www.mica.org/rec88.html and then more specifically:
http://www.mica.org/TAX.html]
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2.6.4 Association of Minnesota Counties (AMC)

AMC has a similar policy that supports existing local government authority to help manage solid
waste. In its 2009 — 2010 Legislative Policy Positions, AMC stated that:

“AMC opposes ““inverse condemnation’ legislation that would restrict the ability of local
governments to implement organized waste collection.”

[Source: http://www.amc.org

http://www.mncounties.org/intergovernmental_services.htm

and then more specifically: http://www.mncounties.org/Intergovernmental_Services/2009-
2010platform_Dec08.pdf]

2.6.5 Minnesota Solid Waste Administrators Association (SWAA)

SWAA has a similar policy that supports existing local government authority to help manage
solid waste. In its 2009 Policy Platform, under the issue titled “Inverse Condemnation”, SWAA
stated that:

“SWAA opposes any legislation which would further restrict, hinder, or impair a local
unit of government’s ability to organize waste collection services, or require a Local Unit
of Government (LGU) to compensate a private waste hauler for claimed lost business due
to LGU’s decision to organize waste collection. LGU’s were given the authority to
organize waste collection services and the responsibility to provide for waste
management programs within their regions under MS115A and MS145A, in order to
provide for the health, safety, and welfare of its citizens and to protect the environment.

[Source: http://www.mncounties2.org/swaa/
and then more specifically:
http://www.mncounties2.org/swaa/SWAA%202009%20Policy%20Platform.pdf]

2.6.6 Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board (SWMCB)

SWMCB has a similar policy that supports existing local government authority to help manage

solid waste. In its SWMCB 2009 Legislative Package (approved December 17, 2008), under the
issue titled “8. Streamlining the Designation and Organized Collection Process”, SWCB stated

that:

“The SWMCB supports streamlining existing legislative processes to implement designation
by counties and organized collection by counties or cities.”

[Source: http://www.swmcb.org/
and then more specifically: http://www.swmcb.org/legislative_action]

These LMC, MICA, AMC, SWAA and SWMCB positions represent local government
opposition to the concept of inverse condemnation in general and support of local authority to
organize solid waste collection in particular.
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3 Municipal Survey

The project work plan for this study included surveying Minnesota cities with a population over
10,000 with a target of 50 cities to complete the survey. The surveys included open and
organized residential solid waste and recyclable material collection arrangements. In an open
collection system residents are allowed to choose their own hauler, usually from a list of haulers
that are licensed to work within the city. In an organized system the city either uses municipal
crews or has a contract with a private company to perform residential collection for the entire
city. In some instances the city may contract with more than one private hauler for residential
collection and break the city into zones for each contracted hauler. Another similar option is to
contract with a consortium of haulers so that the city has only one contract to administer.

To obtain the information requested in the work plan the following information was required to
be part of the survey:

+ Point of contact;
+ Type of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and recyclable material collection system;

+ The number and names of haulers in each city conducting residential waste and
recyclable material collection;

+ Whether or not the city licenses haulers;
+ Rate and volume information; and

+ Experiences of cities establishing their collection system, describing difficulties or
barriers in the system’s implementation.

A copy of the municipal survey is provided in Appendix A. The following summarizes the
survey information relative to the project work plan.

3.1 Introduction

A municipal survey was developed and sent to 83 cities in Minnesota that have a population of
10,000 or more. The survey consisted of mostly yes/no questions inquiring about the residential
MSW and recyclable material collection systems of the cities. The LMC provided points of
contact and addresses for the cities.

Once the completed survey was received, the responses for each city were reviewed and entered
into a summary matrix. Based on the responses, the city may have been contacted to clarify
and/or obtain additional information to attempt to achieve 50 fully completed responses. The
level of follow up was determined by comparing the cities’ responses with a list of follow-up
questions that were developed by Foth and the MPCA. The majority of the cities that were
contacted to provide follow-up information were contacted by email.

48 eFoth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc
June 2009



3.2 Survey Summary Matrix

A total of 49 cities responded to the municipal survey. The summary matrix shows the responses
of each city (Appendix B). The following summarizes some of the results from the municipal
survey.

3.2.1 Residential MSW and Curbside Recyclable Material Collection Systems

The municipal survey requested the types of residential MSW and curbside recyclable material
collection systems for each city. Table 3-1 City Collection Systems summarizes the residential
collection systems of the cities that responded to the survey.

Table 3-1 City Collection Systems
Total Organized Open Organized Open
MSW MSW Recyclable Recyclable
# of Cities 49 17 32 28 21
Organized MSW and Open MSW and Open MSW and
Organized Recyclables | Organized Recyclables Open Recyclables
# of Cities 17 11 21

Of the 49 cities that responded to the surveys, 17 cities (35%) have an organized residential
MSW collection system and 32 cities (65%) have an open residential MSW collection system.
Twenty-eight cities (57%) have an organized residential recyclable material collection system
and 21 cities (43%) have an open residential recyclable material collection system.

A higher percentage of recycling services are organized as this service was added to solid waste
collection at a time when some haulers were not interested in providing recycling collection. It
was simpler to organize for this new service.

Seventeen of the cities (35%) have an organized system for both MSW and recyclable material
collection. Of the cities with organized collection systems, three cities (18%) have municipal
crews for both MSW and recycling collection; two cities (12%) have municipal crews for MSW
collection and contract for recycling collection; 11 cities (65%) contract with a company for both
MSW and recycling collection; and one city (5%), Hibbing, uses both municipal crews and a
private contracted hauler (Waste Management) for recycling and MSW collection.

Eleven of the cities (22%) have an open MSW collection system but an organized recyclable
material collection system.

Twenty-one of the cities (43%) have an open system for both MSW and recyclable material
collection.

Copies of the hauler contracts were requested from cities with organized systems.
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3.2.2 Residential Hauler Licenses

Licensing haulers provides a tool for cities and counties to require haulers to report data that can
be used to monitor programs and better manage solid wastes within their municipality.

The municipal survey included a yes/no question asking if the cities licensed residential MSW or
recyclable material haulers. Table 3-2 MSW and Recyclable Material Hauler Licenses provides
summary totals.

The majority of the cities surveyed license waste haulers to provide residential MSW collection
services in the city. Most cities that license residential MSW haulers also license residential
recyclable material haulers. Also, most cities that do not license residential MSW haulers also
do not license residential recyclable material haulers.

Table 3-2 MSW and Recyclable Material Hauler Licenses
License Do Not License Do Not
Collection MSW License Collection Recyclable License
System MSW System Material Recyclable
Haulers
Haulers Haulers* Haulers*
Organized Organized
MSW 13 4 Recyclable 16 1
Open Open
MSW 30 2 Recyclable 1 9

*Two cities did not respond to the recycling portion of this question.

Of the 17 cities that have an organized MSW collection system, 13 cities (76%) license MSW
haulers and four cities (24%) do not require haulers to be licensed. Some cities that have an
organized residential MSW collection system license MSW haulers for commercial collection.
Of the 32 cities that have an open MSW collection system, 30 cities (94%) license residential
MSW haulers and two cities (6%) do not require haulers to be licensed.

Of the 28 cities that have an organized recyclable material collection system, 16 cities (57%)
license residential recyclable material haulers and 11 cities (39%) do not. Of the 21 cities that
have an open recyclable material collection system, 11 cities (52%) license recyclable material
haulers and nine cities (43%) do not. Note the percentages for licensing recyclable material
haulers does not add up to 100% because two cities did not respond to the recycling portion of
this question.

Some of the cities that responded that they license MSW haulers but not recyclable material
haulers mentioned that that they do not separately license recyclable material haulers from MSW
haulers (thus the single license covers both). The licensed MSW haulers are expected to also
provide recycling for residents. Participants with that comment were tallied as a “yes” response
to licensing recyclable material haulers in the survey matrix. Other participants who answered
no to this question but did not elaborate on their response could have misinterpreted the question
in a similar manner.
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A list of haulers licensed for residential MSW and recyclable material collection in each city are
identified in Appendix C.

3.3 Rate Information

Rate information was sought to provide data for comparisons between different collection system
arrangements. The municipal survey included a yes/no question asking if cities wanted to
participate in a billing statement survey to compare residential MSW and recycling service costs
between cities. If the city responded yes to this question a separate survey was sent to the city
contact for distribution among city staff. The billing survey requested the breakdown of costs
(garbage service, taxes, surcharges, recycling, yard wastes, bulky wastes, and other) associated
with MSW and recycling services at the participant’s home. Some cities noted they were
interested in participating in this survey but did not provide any responses to the survey. The
cities that did participate provided a range of a single response to several responses to the survey.
A copy of the billing survey is provided in Appendix A.

As part of their participation in the “In-depth” analysis, the city of St. Paul actively participated
in the billing survey with the public works department distributing the survey requesting
participation by employees. The rate information is included in this section to provide a broader
data base. Rate data from other “In-depth” cities is also provided to broaden the data base.

Additional rate data was gathered by reviewing contracts that were provided by cities with
organized systems. To gather more rate information Foth distributed the survey among local
Foth employees. As part of the billing survey, participants were asked to submit their latest
refuse/recycling bill to provide the most accurate billing data possible. Some participants
provided copies of their actual bill and other participants only provided the rate data without a
copy of their bill. A total of 157 billing survey responses were received from both the municipal
survey participants and the in-depth cities. Some of the billing information was collected from
city and hauler websites to verify information or obtain information for cities that did not have
any billing survey responses. Ninety-seven of the survey responses are from cities with an open
MSW collection system. Sixty survey responses are from cities with an organized MSW
collection system.

It should be noted that this survey methodology was not a scientific process and that there are
many variables that affect pricing. This limits application to other areas around the state. Even
S0, the survey provides interesting data.

A summary matrix of the rate data is provided in Appendix D. Haulers are coded by number
rather than specific haulers listed by name. This matrix is separated into two categories, cities
with open MSW collection systems and cities with organized MSW collection systems. Some of
the cities with open collection systems have organized recyclable material collection and others
have an open recyclable material collection system. In a system that has open MSW and open
recyclable material collection systems, the resident’s chosen MSW hauler also provides their
recycling service.

Each line in the table represents rate data for a particular city and a particular hauler. The costs
for the different levels of service (generally 30, 60 and 90 gallon containers and commonly each
size container has variations such as the 30 gallon container sizes range from 30 to 35 gallons)
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are shown for each city and hauler. The breakdowns of the costs are shown for each service
using the best data provided.

In some instances, for the cities with an open MSW collection system, more surveys were
returned for one level of service than another for a particular hauler. For example, in Woodbury,
surveys were returned with rate data for three different haulers. The rate information provided
for one hauler is for the 90 gallon container service. The rate information provided for the
second hauler is for the 30 gallon container service. Two surveys were returned with rate
information for the 60 gallon container and two for the 90 gallon container service for the third
hauler. Also, in some instances, only data for one service level was provided for a particular city
and a particular hauler. For example, only data for the 60 gallon service was received for Eagan,
but from three households and two different haulers.

3.3.1 Comparisons

The cost for the different service levels vary by city and by hauler. Generally speaking, the 30
gallon container service is the lowest rate and the 90 gallon container service is the highest rate.
A city with an open MSW collection system usually has multiple haulers that charge residents a
range in rates for the same basic service. For example, 45 surveys were received from residents
in the city of St. Paul (open MSW collection system and an organized recyclable material
collection system). St. Paul contracts with Eureka Recycling for residential recyclable material
collection service. The average monthly cost per household paid by St. Paul to Eureka for
recycling services was reported by the City to be $2.25. (Eureka is paid by the ton recycled
rather than by household). Of the 45 surveys completed for the city of St. Paul, there are 13 of
the 17 different MSW haulers represented and each hauler charges a different rate for the
different levels of garbage service. Table 3-3 shows a range of a sample of monthly rates
charged to residents for garbage collection services from each hauler reported in St. Paul. These
rates include taxes, solid waste fees, and surcharges paid to the haulers as provided by the
participants. The rates do not include yard wastes or bulky wastes. The monthly rates in Table
3-3 also do not include the $2.25 that is charged each month for recycling collection. One
resident who uses Hauler H for garbage collection pays $16.00 per month for the 30 gallon
container service. Another resident who uses Hauler K pays $41.00 per month for the 30 gallon
container service.
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Table 3-3 Residential Monthly Garbage Rates from Various Haulers
in St. Paul (does not include recycling cost which is paid
separately)

MSW Hauler 30 Gallon 60 Gallon 90 Gallon
Hauler A - $22.76 -
Hauler B $16.34 - -
Hauler C -- $17.84 -
Hauler D - $22.49 -
Hauler E $21.75 $27.60 -
Hauler F $22.38 $20.60 --
Hauler G - - $26.99
Hauler H $16.00 -- -
Hauler | $26.73 -- $34.91
Hauler J -- $15.15 -
Hauler K $41.00 $45.51 $36.83
Hauler L $22.83 $30.72 $26.18

In addition to the inconsistencies in rates between haulers for the same level of service, there are
inconsistencies between rates charged to residents by the same hauler for the same level of
service. Table 3-4 summarizes four haulers that provide residential MSW collection services in
Eagan, St. Paul and Woodbury. The rates provided in the table were provided by different
residents of the cities. These rates include taxes, solid waste fees, and surcharges as provided by

the participants ($2.25 added to St. Paul for organized recycling).
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Table 3-4 Range of Residential Monthly Rates from Same
Hauler in Same Open City

MSW Hauler 30 Gallon 60 Gallon 90 Gallon

Eagan
Hauler A -- $16.98 --
Hauler A -- $30.06 --
St. Paul*
Hauler B $24.63 - --
Hauler B $29.80 - --
St. Paul*
Hauler C $39.24 $47.76 $39.08
Hauler C $22.87 -- $29.75
Hauler C $21.50 -- --
Hauler C -- $48.32 -
Hauler C $43.25 - --
Hauler C -- $18.29 --
St. Paul*
Hauler D $25.08 $32.97 --
Hauler D -- $9.60 -
Woodbury
Hauler E -- $18.12 $25.22
Hauler E - $13.92 $21.18

! St. Paul rates include the recycling cost to contract hauler.

There is one particular “outlier” of note —included in the table above. A resident reported paying
$7.35 per month ($2.25 per month for recycling, brings the total to $9.60 per month). In follow-
up, this resident noted he had a “teaser rate” which will increase next year.

Often MSW haulers work in several cities around Minnesota. The hauler likely charges different
rates to residents of different cities for the same basic services. Table 3-5 summarizes the
differences in rates charged to residential customers by one hauler, who operates in different
cities. Differences can be attributed to many variables such as economies of scale (more stops
reduce cost per household), differences in tipping fees, and even whether the hauler pays the
tipping fee or the city pays it directly, different hauling distances, different related services built
into monthly rates/versus separate rates for services such as bulky waste pick-up.
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Table 3-5 Range of Monthly Rates Paid to a Hauler by
Residents (open) & Cities (organized)

City 30 Gallon 60 Gallon 90 Gallon
Open MSW Collection Systems (without taxes)
Chanhassen -- $14.50 --
Eagan -- $16.01 --
Eagan -- $28.06 --
Plymouth $20.91 -- --
St. Paul -- $30.80 --
St. Paul -- $9.08 --
Organized MSW Collection Systems (contract prices — no taxes)
Community A $10.56 $11.40 $12.75
Community B $8.89 $9.04 $9.18
Community C $5.56 $5.56 --
Community D $9.66 $11.09 $12.51
Community E $12.87 $15.07 $17.49

Table 3-6 shows the average monthly costs associated with open versus organized collection
systems. These averages include garbage service, taxes, surcharges, and recycling service fees
as provided by the survey participants, city websites, contracts and discussions with city
contacts.

Table 3-6 Average Monthly Service Rates Charged to
Residents

Collection Average Monthly Rate

System 30 Gallon 60 Gallon 90 Gallon
Organized MSW $14.83 $16.98 $22.23

Open MSW $22.64 $25.46 $26.50
Difference $7.81 $8.48 $4.27

% Change +53% +50% +19%

The average cost per household per month for organized MSW collection service is less than
open MSW collection service for all levels of service (30, 60 and 90 gallon containers). The
average difference between the organized system charges to residents for each service level (30,
60 and 90 gallons) and the open system charges is 19% to 53% higher in open systems for each
service level.

Rates charged to residents on hauler or city utility bills do not equate to the rates actually paid to
haulers. There are taxes paid to haulers that must be remitted by haulers to the state and
counties. When cities handle billing, they oftentimes recover administrative costs and funds for
other related municipal services (e.g., drop-off sites and road maintenance). Table 3-7 shows the
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average monthly amounts credited to the haulers in open versus organized systems. Generally in
an open city, the rate credited to the hauler is the rate charged to residents less any taxes.
Payments to haulers are higher in open versus organized systems with the percent change
ranging from 32% to 64%.

Table 3-7 Average Monthly Service Rates Credited to Haulers

Average Monthly Rate
30 gallon 60 gallon 90 gallon
Organized MSW (contract prices)  $11.72 $13.22 $16.70

Collection System

Open MSW (without taxes) $19.25 $20.94 $21.99
% Change +64% +58% +32%
3.3.2 Variations in Selected Organized Cities Rates and Service Levels

The contract between a hauler and a city associated with organized systems often include
additional information describing the additional services provided for the city and the city’s
residents by the hauler. The information below briefly summarizes the contract terms and
additional services for some of the 18 organized cities.

Robbinsdale

Robbinsdale has a contract for MSW and recyclable material collection with Waste
Management. The rate structure for collection services in their new contract beginning January
1, 2008 and the utility billing structure for the City provide a good example of the potential
efficiencies provided by having an organized system.

The city of Robbinsdale’s contract provides for weekly collection of refuse; every other week
collection of recyclables in a single-stream; unlimited collection of yard wastes from April 15"
through November 15™; disposal of one Christmas tree per year; and collection of large items
such as furniture and appliances. The contract also provides for collection at six (6) City-owned
facilities at no cost to the City (City Hall, Police & Fire Station, etc.).

The hauler is required to maintain three different size City-owned containers and provide them to
residents as requested. The carts are 32 gallon, 64 gallon and 96 gallons in size. The hauler pays
all disposal and processing costs. There is no revenue sharing formula for recyclables. The
contract requires reporting of the tonnages for refuse, recyclables, and yard wastes and delivery
of the refuse to the Hennepin County directed facility.

The monthly rates paid by the City to Waste Management in 2008 are as follows:

Refuse Yard Waste Single-sort Recycling
+ 32 qgallon service = $7.09 + 2008 =$2.53 + 2008 =$2.57
+ 64 gallon service = $8.52 + 2009 =$2.60 + 2009 = $2.64
+ 96 gallon service = $9.94 + 2010 =9%2.67 + 2010=9%2.71
o+ 2011=8%2.75 o 2011 =8%2.79
o 2012 =9%$2.83 o 2012 =%$2.87
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Thus, in 2008, the monthly cost to Robbinsdale from Waste Management to service a household
with a 64 gallon refuse cart is $13.62 ($8.52 plus $2.53, plus $2.57). This cost covers garbage
collection, recycling (including provision of the cart), unlimited yard waste, one Christmas tree
and bulky items.

The contract has a built in adjustment for diesel fuel prices as follows:

Diesel Fuel Price per Gallon Fuel Surcharge

+ <$3.00 0 percent
+ $3.00t0 $3.24 2 percent
+ $3.251t0$3.49 4 percent
+ $3.50and up 6 percent

Thus, if the fuel price was above $3.50 for a month, the total paid per household to Waste
Management for 64 gallon refuse service with recycling and yard waste is $14.44 per month.

The only additional cost provided in the contract is a fee of $35.00 to Waste Management to
collect a white goods item.

The City bills households for the solid waste collection service on the City utility bills. The
monthly rates for 2008 are as follows:

+ 32 gallon (incl. taxes) = $19.19
+ 64 gallon (incl. taxes) = $21.81
+ 96 gallon (incl. taxes) = $24.61

The City also sells stickers to residents to allow residents to dispose of large items that do not fit
in their cart. The stickers are $1.00 each with the following schedule applicable to sticker use:

+ 1 sticker — Bag or box bundle or item under 30 pounds beyond what the cart holds

+ 5 stickers — Non-appliance items (small furniture, full size mattress, door, sink, etc.)

+ 10 stickers — Non-appliance items (large furniture, sofa, queen mattress, water softener,
bathtub, etc.)

+ 35 stickers — Appliances (stove, washer, microwave, air conditioner, refrigerator, etc.)

The only bulky item noted in the contract that Waste Management is paid extra for are the
appliances.

Using the 64 gallon service again for comparison purposes, the total cost to the City with the fuel
surcharge was estimated at $14.44 per month versus the monthly payment collected on the City
utility bill of $21.81 per month (a difference of $7.37 per month — approximately 50%). The
additional funds cover:

+ State taxes, county taxes and billing costs;
+ Operation of a drop-off facility available to residents;
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+ Code enforcement related to solid wastes; and
+ Payment to the annual CIP (capital improvement plan) for road improvements and re-
development.

The City noted that garbage trucks contribute to road damage in alleys and some streets,
especially problems with some alley corners. They make a transfer from the solid waste
enterprise fund to the general fund to cover the additional costs for road maintenance associated
with the collection of the solid wastes. A transfer of $150,000 is planned for 20009.

Highlights of the city of Robbinsdale organized collection system include:

+ Cost effective rates for:
» Weekly refuse collection in a three-tier volume-based rate schedule;
» Unlimited yard waste collection during spring, summer, and fall;
» Every other week recyclables collection; and
» Bulky item collection.

+ City utility based fee collection system added to other utility services billing that allows
the City to generate revenues to cover road maintenance costs attributed by the City to
solid waste collection trucks.

+ Management of the solid wastes by receiving monthly reports and directing refuse to the
Hennepin County facility.

« No additional cost of services to the City buildings.

+ Contracted rate increases for yard waste and recycling to control cost increases over the
five-year term of the contract. Annual cost increase set at less than 3% per year.

+ Builtin, step-based, fuel adjustment clause to control cost increases associated with rising
diesel fuel prices. Percentage increase capped at 6%.

Buffalo

Currently Buffalo contracts with Waste Management for residential MSW and recyclable
material collection services. Residents may choose from three levels of service including a 35
gallon, 65 gallon or 95 gallon service. Residents are billed for their garbage collection service by
the City on their utility bill.

All residents must contact Waste Management to arrange pickup of additional waste. In this
case, the hauler sends the resident a bill for these additional items. Residents may take
advantage of clean-up days offered by the City to dispose of appliances for a fee at a specified
location. Single sort recycling for residents is included in all three service options.

In addition to Waste Management providing collection services, the City staff provides some
collection services. In Buffalo, City staff provides holiday tree pickup one day each year in
January at no additional cost to the resident. City staff also designates one day each year to
collect bagged leaves at no additional cost to the resident.
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Some additional services are included in the contract for no additional charge to the City. The
cost to the hauler for these services are actually likely covered in the base rate charged to
residents for their collection service. In Buffalo’s contract, all the City buildings are serviced for
no additional cost to the City. In addition, all the City parks are serviced as part of the contract.
The hauler also provides containers and transportation for two annual clean-up days each year.
The City charges residents to dispose of items at the clean-up events and pays for disposal costs
of materials collected during these days.

The rates for the varying levels of service charged by the City to residents differ from that paid to
the hauler. The rates charged to the residents are typically more than what the City is required to
pay the hauler for the service. These differences in the costs cover administration fees and other

overhead costs incurred by the City.

Farmington

Farmington currently uses municipal crews for residential MSW collection and contracts with
Dick’s Sanitation for residential recyclable material collection. Residents may choose from
several levels of service, but the common levels of service are 30 gallon, 60 gallon and 90 gallon
service. Residents are billed quarterly on their utility bill by the City and are allowed to change
their service level once each year at no additional charge.

All residents are charged for additional waste that does not fit into their waste container. If
customers overfill their containers more than 50% of the time during a quarter and do not request
a level of service change, they will automatically be raised to the next level of service.

During 2008 dual sort recycling was included in all four service options. Starting in 2009 the
recycling will switch to single sort. Residents are also provided with holiday tree pickup, an
annual curbside clean-up day, tire drop-off and cardboard drop-off at no additional cost.
Residents have the choice to subscribe to yard waste pickup for which they are billed. Residents
may also request curbside pick-up of bulky items for a fee.

Ham Lake

Ham Lake currently contracts with Ham Lake Haulers (a combination of Ace Solid Waste and
Waste Management) for residential MSW and recyclable material disposal. The City is divided
into two distinct service areas, each serviced by one of the shareholders. The residents are billed
for collection services through Connexus, a public utility under contract with the City, on a
quarterly basis on their utility bill. Residents may choose from five levels of service including a
low base customer service (a single bag of refuse that fits in a container that is not furnished by
the hauler), 30-38 gallon, 60-76gallon, 77-90 gallon or two container service.

All residents are charged for additional refuse, electronics, bulky waste, yard waste and
appliances. Residents that use these services are charged additional fees on their utility bills.

Single sort recycling is also provided to residents. The City pays the haulers $8,127.50 per
quarter [Select Committee on Recycling and the Environment (SCORE) funding] to cover the
costs for residential curbside recycling. This averages out to approximately $0.64 per household.
If for any reason these SCORE funds are eliminated, the curbside recycling program will
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continue and residents will be charged an additional $0.64 on their utility bill to cover the cost
for recycling services.

Similar to other organized cities, the City buildings are serviced for no additional cost. In
addition, City parks are serviced and the haulers are required to provide containers at each City
building and park location. The haulers are also required to pick up recyclable materials that are
dropped off by residents at a municipal recycling center on an as-needed basis at no additional
cost to the City. This recycling center is maintained by the City.

The haulers are required to report the following information to the City when requested in
writing by the City.

Fuel costs;

Tipping fees at disposal sites for refuse;

Disposal costs at disposal sites for recyclable materials;

Revenue derived from recyclable materials;

Labor costs;

Volume of refuse and/or recyclable materials collected within the City;
Copies of disposal records;

The current pickup schedule for each stop; and

Complaints from customers.

* & 6 & 6 o oo o o

The rates for the varying levels of service charged to residents match the rates that are paid to the
haulers.

Hopkins

Currently Hopkins uses municipal crews for residential MSW collection and contracts with
Waste Management for recyclable material collection. Residents may choose from three levels
of service including 30 gallon, 60 gallon or 90 gallon service. Residents are billed by the City
for collection services on their utility bill on a monthly basis.

The City also provides brush collection to residents. To use this service, residents must call to
schedule a pickup as this type of collection is only provided on Tuesdays. Residents are charged
an additional fee for this service based on the volume of brush collected. The City also provides
residents yard waste collection the same days as garbage collection. To participate in this
service, residents must purchase $2.00 stickers from the City and affix them to bags of yard
waste. There is an exception to this service in the spring and fall when the City collects yard
waste for free. A drop-off site is also available for residents to use to dispose of brush and yard
waste free of charge. This site is not open during the winter. An additional service available to
residents is bulky item pickup. Residents must call the City to schedule a pickup of bulky items
as these items are only picked up on Thursdays. Residents are charged $25.00 plus tax per item.
In addition, twice a year the City offers a bulky item drop-off service. Residents are charged a
$20.00 fee for each appliance dropped off during these events; bulky items are free. Residents
are not charged for appliances at the time of drop-off but rather charged on their next utility bill.
Appliances may be collected from residents by scheduling a pickup with a separate hauler, J.R.’s
Appliances Disposal, Inc. The resident will be invoiced separately for this service by the
contractor. Residents may drop off appliances at the contractor’s site for $10.00 or they may
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schedule curbside collection for $30.00 (for the first appliance and $10.00 for each additional
appliance, plus a $10.00 surcharge for each air conditioner).

Single sort recycling for residents is included in all three service options and is collected on a bi-
weekly basis. The contract requires Waste Management to provide educational information on
the recycling program (12 month calendar refrigerator magnet showing the weeks of recycling
and an informational packet). They are also required to develop a system to inform residents of
recycling issues (cart issues, not following program guidelines).

Similar to other cities with organized systems all the City buildings are serviced for no additional
charge. The hauler also provides refuse and recycling collection during the Raspberry Festival
Family Days and Raspberry Festival Parade held each year during July for no additional cost to
the City.

The rates for the recycling service charged to residents differ from that paid to the recycling
contractor. The rates charged to the residents are more than what the City is required to pay the
hauler for the service. These differences in the costs cover administration fees and other
overhead costs incurred by the City.

3.3.3 Potential Subsidies

As part of the municipal survey, information was requested on whether cities or counties
subsidize the rates paid by residents, thereby masking complete costs. To gather this data the
municipal survey also included a yes/no question asking if the City received any direct subsidy
to reduce the cost of residential waste or recyclable material collection. Table 3-8 summarizes
the responses to this question.

Table 3-8 Direct Subsidies
Collection System Receive _Direct D(_J Not Recejve % Recejving
Subsidy Direct Subsidy Subsidy
Organized MSW 6 10 38%
Open MSW 11 21 34%
Organized Recyclable 12 15 44%
Open Recyclable 5 16 24%

*QOne city did not respond to this question.

Of the 16 cities responding that have an organized MSW collection system, six cities (38%)
receive some direct subsidy to reduce the cost of residential MSW or recyclable material
collection; 10 cities (62%) do not receive any direct subsidy. Of the 32 cities that have an open
MSW collection system, 11 cities (34%) receive some direct subsidy to reduce the cost of
residential MSW or recyclable material collection; 21 cities (66%) do not receive any direct
subsidy.

Of the 27 cities responding that have an organized recyclable material collection system, 12
cities (44%) receive some direct subsidy to reduce the cost of residential MSW or recyclable

R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc Foth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC e 61
June 2009



material collection; 15 cities (56%) do not receive any direct subsidy. Of the 21 cities that have
an open recyclable material collection system, five cities (24%) receive some direct subsidy to
reduce the cost of residential MSW or recyclable material collection; 16 cities (76%) do not
receive any direct subsidy.

Some participants added comments after answering this question. Below is a summary of the
comments from participants that receive a direct subsidy to reduce the cost of residential MSW
or recyclable material collection. The lists are separated into sections based on the type of
collection systems.

Open MSW/Open Recycling
+ Bloomington — A Hennepin County rebate is passed directly back to residents on their
utility bill

Open MSW/Organized Recycling
+ Minnetonka — Hennepin County recycling grant
+ Roseville - SCORE grant

Organized MSW/Organized Recycling
+ EIK River — Subsidized tipping fee
+ Ham Lake — SCORE grant
+ Hopkins — SCORE grant

Below is a summary of the comments from participants that do not receive any direct subsidies
to reduce the cost of residential MSW or recyclable material collection. The lists are separated
into sections based on the type of collection systems.

Open MSW/Open Recycling
+ Savage — Receive grant money from the County for an annual recycling day

Open MSW/Organized Recycling
+ Ramsey — SCORE grant is used for education purposes not to offset residential costs

Organized MSW/Organized Recycling
+ Columbia Heights — Indirectly from Anoka County

3.34 County Service Fees

The municipal survey also included a yes/no question asking if the county had a solid waste
service fee in place (property tax or hauler collected). Table 3-9 summarizes the responses to
this question.
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Table 3-9 County Solid Waste Service Fee

Collection System County Solid Waste ~ No County Solid

Service Fee Waste Service Fee
Organized MSW 16 0
Open MSW 18 13
Organized Recyclable 25 2
Open Recyclable 9 11

*Two cities did not respond to this question.

All of the cities that have an organized MSW collection system that responded to this question
have a County solid waste service fee. Of the 31 responding cities that have an open MSW
collection system, 18 cities (58%) reported to have a County solid waste service fee; 13 cities
(42%) reported no fee. There is a possibility that reporting cities may not be aware of all MSW
subsidies.

Of the 27 responding cities that have an organized recyclable material collection system, 25
cities (93%) have a county solid waste service fee; two cities (7%) do not have a fee. Of the 20
responding cities that have an open recyclable material collection system, nine cities (45%) have
a county solid waste service fee; 11 cities (55%) do not have a fee.

Organized cities are far more likely to have county solid waste service fees than open cities.

3.4 Comments from Municipal Survey

Parts of this study attempted to gain information regarding municipal experiences with different
collection approaches to determine their effectiveness. Selected case studies were covered in
Section 2.4.3. The municipal survey included a yes/no question asking cities if they had
experience establishing an open or organized residential collection system. If participants
responded yes to this question, Foth followed-up with the city contact and requested them to
elaborate on their response. A list of responses is included in Appendix E.

The municipal survey also sought any insight on ways to improve management of collection
systems. The billing survey also included an open ended question asking if any changes could
be made to help improve the cities’ existing MSW and recycling collection services (legislation,
incentives, etc.). Some city staff that participated in the billing survey provided opinions on how
their existing services could be improved. A list of these responses is also included in Appendix
E.

One of the commonly cited concerns for open systems is related to the impacts of truck traffic.
The municipal survey included a yes/no question asking cities if their public works department
had expressed opinions with respect to collection vehicle traffic impacts. If participants
responded yes to this question, Foth followed-up with the city contact and requested them to
elaborate on their response. A list of these responses is also included in appendix E.
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3.5 Management

Several of the municipal survey questions pertained to data collection and overall management,
of solid waste and recyclables by municipalities.

3.5.1 Analysis of Recycling Program Performance Data using Re-TRAC

The SWMCB has contracted with Emerge Knowledge Design for on-line recycling data

management services known as Re-TRAC™. The objective of Re-TRAC is to provide a
convenient, standardized data base so that counties and cities can store and retrieve their

recycling program performance data for later comparative analysis.

Foth analyzed the recycling performance data from the Re-TRAC system to determine if there is
any significant difference between communities within three different collection system
categories:

+ Open MSW/Open Recycling
+ Open MSW/Organized Recycling
+ Organized MSW/Organized Recycling

It is notable that there are no cities with an “Organized MSW/Open Recycling” collection
system.

Appendix F displays the data analysis details within each of the three collection system
categories. The four page table is sorted by collection system category, then by County (within
the SWMCB Region) and then by community. The table is generated from 2007 recycling data
as reported by municipalities and SWMCB Counties using the on-line Re-TRAC system. Only
the six metro SWMCB Counties are using the Re-TRAC recycling system at this time. Thus,
similar and directly comparable data from other communities is not yet available. Comparable
Re-TRAC data was available from 110 communities (including two multi-city groups of cities
cooperating on curbside recycling collection programs).
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Figure 3-1 Re-TRAC Data by Collection System Type (2007)
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Figure 3-1 and Appendix F indicates there is a significant increase in recycling pounds per
household (“recovery rate”) in SWMCB cities with organized recycling collection programs.
This data indicates that the three categories of collection systems have average recovery rates as
follows:

+ Open MSW/Open Recycling 510 pounds per household per year
(N =40 cities)

+ Open MSW/Organized Recycling 583 pounds per household per year
(N = 41 cities)

+ Organized MSW/Organized Recycling 573 pounds per household per year
(N = 29 cities)

If the last two categories of communities are combined the resulting average recovery rate is:
+ Organized Recycling 579 pounds per household per year
(Both Open/Organized MSW) (N =70 cities)

Other studies have indicated that recycling rates are generally higher in organized recycling
collection systems compared to open systems because of the following factors:
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+ Cities with organized recycling have more control over the details of the recycling system
(e.g., list of materials collected; sorting instructions for residents; collection days;
collection frequency; etc.).

+ Cities with organized recycling have more control over public education tools, including
message content. Also, organized recycling contracts generally leverage more specific
public education assignments both for the hauler and for the City. Recycling public
education campaigns will be more cost-effective if the outreach tools are consistent in
message, continuous in look/format, and concurrent with multiple public education
vehicles (brochures and web pages, etc.). Thus, there will be more public education
resources spent more cost-effectively.

« Innovative financial incentive programs such as “Get Caught Recycling” are more
feasible with organized recycling programs. Open recycling systems with different
collection days are nearly impossible to independently monitor total, longer-term resident
participation or even weekly / bi-weekly set-out rates.

+ Cities with organized MSW and organized recycling have the opportunity to reach the
same residential audience with multiple service messages. For example, the trash cart
can be a public education tool (e.g., variable rate pricing of MSW service levels). Also,
resident phone calls about MSW collection questions can also address recycling issues at
the same time.

+ Cities with organized MSW collection can more accurately and thoroughly audit
households that do not have MSW collection service. Details of MSW versus recycling
participation can also be monitored.

It is interesting to note that the Re-TRAC data in Figure 3-1 and in Appendix F indicate that
there are higher recovery rates in “open MSW + organized recycling” (i.e., 583 pounds per
household per year) communities compared to “organized MSW + organized recycling” systems
(i.e., 573 pounds per household per year). More thorough analysis on a city-by-city, county-by-
county basis would be needed to draw out any conclusions as to cause — effect for this difference.
It is possible, however, that municipal recycling staff in the larger cities with “open MSW +
organized recycling” systems may be able to concentrate more of their time and other resources
into a more focused public education effort on improving recycling services.

Another important consideration is the improvement in GHG emissions if cities were to change
from open recycling to organized recycling collection programs. Using the difference noted
above (579 — 510 = 69 pounds per household per year), applied to the 41 open recycling
communities, another 11,000 tons of recyclables could be recovered from these cities in the Twin
Cities Metropolitan Area. This is the equivalent of about 32,000 metric tons of COy less per
year of GHG emissions.

3.5.2 Reporting Data

Obtaining data such as material quantities disposed/recycled provides information that can be
used to identify potential program needs. The municipal survey included a yes/no question
asking if cities required licensed residential MSW haulers to report disposal tonnages. The
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survey also included a yes/no question asking if cities required licensed residential recycling
haulers to report residential recycling tonnages. Most of the cities with an organized system
require haulers to report tonnages. Table 3-10 Tonnage Reporting Frequency summarizes the
responses to these questions.

Table 3-10 Tonnage Reporting Frequency
. Do Not . Do Not
Require . Require .
Require Require
. Haulers to . Haulers to
Collection Haulers to Collection Haulers to
Report Reported
System Report System Reported
Annual Annual
Annual . Annual
MSW Recycling .
MSW Recycling
Tonnages Tonnages*
Tonnages Tonnages*
Organized Organized
MSW 13 4 Recycling 22 S
Open MSW 11 21 Open 12 9
Recycling

*QOne city did not respond to the recycling portion of this question.

Of the 17 cities that have an organized MSW collection system, 13 cities (76%) require haulers
to report annual MSW tonnages; four cities (24%) do not require haulers to report this
information. Of the 32 cities with an open MSW collection system, 11 cities (34%) require
haulers to report annual MSW tonnages, 21 cities (66%) do not require haulers to report this
information.

Of the 27 responding cities with an organized recyclable material collection system, 22 cities
(81%) require recyclable material haulers to report annual recyclable material tonnages to the
city or the county, five cities (19%) do not require haulers to report this information. Of the 21
cities with an open recyclable material collection system, 12 cities (57%) require recyclable
material haulers to report annual recyclable material tonnages to the city or the county, nine
cities (43%) do not require haulers to report this information. Organized cities are more active in
requiring data regarding their recycling programs.

If a city required tonnages to be reported, Foth requested data for the most recent year available.
Table 3-11 and Table 3-12 show some tonnage data from cities that provided this information.
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Table 3-11 Annual MSW Tonnages

Collection System Reported Annual
& City MSW Tonnages
Open MSW

Burnsville 19,570

Lakeville 19,385

Rosemount 8,045!
Organized MSW

Fergus Falls 8,436

Ham Lake 4,658°

Little Canada 1,770

Red Wing 3,189*

St. Louis Park 8,679"

! Data provided by Dakota County.

2 Data from January 1, 2008 through October 31, 2008.

® Data from 2007. Based on 40.19 pounds of MSW per household per week. Served 4,458 households in 2007.
* Data from 2007.

Table 3-12 Annual Recycling Tonnages
Collection System Reported Annual
& City Recycling Tonnages
Open Recycling

Andover 3,056
Chanhassen 3,1311
Lakeville 3,528"
Rosemount 1,330"
Organized Recycling

Anoka 1,283
Crystal 1,849
Maple Grove 6,010
New Brighton 1,674!
Roseville 3,003
Columbia Heights 1,299*
Elk River 1,341
Fergus Falls 262°

Ham Lake 720°

Hopkins 862"

Little Canada 594

Red Wing 2,140
St. Louis Park 3,811"

! Data from 2007.
2 Data from October 2007 through September 2008.
% Data from July1, 2006 through December 31, 2006.
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3.5.3 Collection Arrangement and End Facilities

Municipalities and counties are oftentimes interested in where solid wastes are managed as part
of their solid waste master plans. The municipal survey included a yes/no question asking if
cities designated an end facility for either MSW disposal or recyclable material processing.
Table 3-13 summarizes the responses to this question.

Table 3-13 End Facilities
Designate a Do Not Designate a Do Not
Collection g Designate a Collection A Designate a
Facility for 7 Facility for o
System Facility for System Facility for
MSW Recyclable
. MSW . Recyclable
Disposal . Processing .
Disposal* Processing*
Organized Organized
MSW 10 ! Recycling 6 22
Open MSW 4 28 Open 2 19
Recycling

Of the 17 cities that have an organized MSW collection system, 10 cities (59%) designate a
facility for MSW disposal; seven cities (41%) do not designate a facility. Of the 32 cities with
an open MSW collection system, four cities (12%) designate a facility for MSW disposal; 28
cities (88%) do not designate a facility.

Of the 28 cities with an organized recyclable material collection system, six cities (21%)
designate a facility for recyclable processing; 22 cities (79%) do not designate a facility. Of the
21 cities with an open recyclable material collection system, two cities (10%) designate a facility
for recyclable processing; 19 cities (90%) do not designate a facility.

Cities with organized collection are more likely to designate where MSW is disposed.

354 Rebate/Revenue Sharing from the Sale of Recyclable Materials

There has been increasing interest in recyclable material revenue sharing the last few years. The
municipal survey included a yes/no question asking if cities received a rebate or revenue sharing
from the sale of residential recyclable materials. Table 3-14 summarizes the responses to this
question.
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Table 3-14 Recycling Rebates and Revenue Sharing

Collection System Receive Do Not Receive
Rebate/Revenue Rebate/Revenue
Sharing Sharing
Organized Recycling 13 15
Open Recycling 0 21

Of the 28 cities with an organized recyclable material collection system, 13 cities (46%) receive
a rebate or revenue sharing from the sale of residential recyclable materials; 15 cities (54%) do
not. Of the 21 cities with an open recyclable material collection system, none of the cities (0%)
receive a rebate or revenue sharing from the sale of residential recyclable materials.

Maple Grove (organized recyclable material collection system) noted that they will begin
receiving a rebate for the sale of recyclable materials starting in January of 2009.

Cities that organize recycling collection are more likely to benefit from recyclable materials
revenue sharing.

355 Frequency of Curbside Recyclable Material Collection

Frequency of curbside collection has been changing over time with the most recent trend
changing to every other week with larger home storage containers, usually as part of a change to
a single stream system. The municipal survey included a multiple choice question asking the
frequency of curbside recycling collection. Table 3-15 summarizes the responses to this
question.

Table 3-15 Frequency of Curbside Collection
. Every Once Varies By
Collection System Every Week Other Week Monthly Hauler
Organized Recycling 13 12 0 2
Open Recycling 5 10 0 6

* One city did not respond to this question.

Of the 27 responding cities with an organized recyclable material collection system, 13 cities
(48%) have weekly recycling collection, 12 cities (44%) collect recyclables every other week,
and two cities (7%) have varying frequencies of collection depending on the resident’s hauler.
Some cities contract with more than one hauler and they may have different recycling programs.
Of the 21 cities with an open recyclable material collection system, five cities (24%) have cities
(28%) have varying frequencies of collection depending on the resident’s hauler.

Farmington and Maple Grove (both have organized recyclable material collection systems) noted
that they will be switching from collecting recycling every week to collecting every other week
starting in January of 2009. This likely reflects a general trend across the United States in
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switching to every other week recycling collection to reduce collection costs in large part
associated with a switch to single stream recycling systems.

3.5.6 Recyclable Material Curbside Collection Program

There is ongoing discussion regarding the method of recyclables collection. The municipal
survey included a multiple choice question asking the how residents are required to place their
recyclables for curbside collection. Table 3-16 summarizes the responses to this question.

Table 3-16 Curbside Collection Program
. . Three or Varies By
Collection System Single Sort Dual Sort More Sort Hauler
Organized Recycling 10 13 2 1
Open Recycling 9 6 1 5

* One city did not respond to this question.

Of the 27 responding cities with an organized recyclable material collection system, 10 cities
(37%) have single sort recycling collection, 13 cities (48%) have dual sort, two cities (7%) have
three or more sort and one city’s (4%) sorting requirements vary depending on the resident’s
hauler. Some cities contract with more than one hauler and they may have different recycling
programs. Of the 21 cities with an open recyclable material collection system, nine cities (43%)
have single sort recycling collection, six cities (28%) have dual sort, one city (5%) has three or
more sort and five cities’ (24%) sorting requirements vary depending on the resident’s hauler.

Cities with open systems are more likely to have variation in how recyclables are collected
making uniform education more difficult.

Farmington (organized recyclable material collection system) noted that they will be switching
from dual sort to single sort recycling starting in January of 2009.
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4 In-depth Analysis

An in-depth analysis was completed for ten (10) cities comparing cost and performance for
residential waste and recyclable material collection arrangements. The MPCA listed eight cities
for this analysis and Foth selected two additional cities. There are five (5) cities each for
organized and open systems.

The data collection process for this analysis included written and follow up surveys as well as
field work actually following several collection vehicles while on their collection routes in the
cities. A copy of the in-depth survey is provided in Appendix A.

Many of the survey questions and the overall methodology were similar to the municipal survey.
A summary matrix of the in-depth responses is provided in Appendix B.

The ten cities selected for this analysis are listed below.

Open Solid Waste Systems Organized Solid Waste Systems

+ Eagan + Blaine
+ Duluth + St. Cloud
+ St Paul + Minneapolis
+ Rochester + Mankato
+ Woodbury + Stillwater
4.1 City Solid Waste System History and Descriptions
4.1.1 Open System Cities
Duluth

Duluth has an open collection system which allows residents to choose any hauler for their MSW
and recyclable material collections services, provided the hauler is licensed by the City. The
WLSSD has a long history of active involvement in solid waste planning and management. The
City’s role has been much less active although there have been some studies conducted
examining the City’s role. Duluth has consistently refrained from a more active role in service
delivery (not desiring to contract or to organize collection). Haulers are licensed and are
required to use a fairly rigorous volume-based fee rate schedule to encourage residents to reduce
the amount of garbage disposed in favor of waste reduction and recycling.

Eagan
Eagan has an open collection system which allows residents to choose any hauler for their MSW
and recyclable material collections services, provided the hauler is licensed by the City.

Rochester

Rochester has an open collection system which allows residents to choose any hauler for their
MSW and recyclable material collections services. Table 4-1 shows ten haulers are licensed in
Rochester. Data provided by Olmsted County indicates that only five provide residential service.
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Woodbury

Woodbury has an open collection system which allows residents to choose any hauler for their
MSW and recyclable material collection services, provided the hauler is licensed by the City.
Recognizing the truck vehicle traffic impacts to its neighborhood roads, the City now requires
new developments to contract with a single hauler.

St. Paul

St. Paul has always had an open MSW collection system. Between 1970 and 1980 the City
provided a municipal hauler as an additional option for residents to subscribe to among the other
existing private haulers. The City has made some past attempts to organize collection, but they
still have an open system for MSW collection. The City has an organized recyclable material
collection system and has a contract for these services with Eureka Recycling.

4.1.2 Organized System Cities

Blaine

In 2008, at the time this project started, the city of Blaine’s contracted hauler was Waste
Management. At the end of this year Blaine issued a competitive request for proposals for the
residential collection services of the City. The new contract was awarded to Veolia ES Solid
Waste (Veolia). The City does not anticipate changes in the service options to residents nor do
they anticipate fees to increase. Below is a list of items that are included in the new contract.

+ The City shall pay the hauler, on a monthly basis, the actual monthly disposal cost for
refuse. Veolia will be purchasing new equipment including carts made from recyclable
materials and more environmentally friendly trucks.

+ Veolia must provide tonnages to the City on a monthly basis. If this information is not
reported, the City may withhold payment.

+ Veolia will be paid $35,000 annually for public education.

+ Fuel charge adjustments are allowed and are based on the Midwest on-highway rolling
average price of diesel fuel for the prior month as published by the US government.

+ Any tipping fee/processing rebates are given to the City in their entirety as the City pays
the tipping fee directly to the processor.

Mankato

The in-depth survey respondent estimated that the City has been organized for 20 years. The
City’s current contract is almost expired and the City is in the process of negotiating a new
contract with the current hauler. The current contract has been in place for the last 8 years.

Minneapolis

The city of Minneapolis has continuously been involved in some form of City-wide organized

collection since at least 1902. In the early 1970’s, the City decided to develop a split system in
which approximately half of the City would be serviced by municipal crews and the other half

would be serviced by a contracted hauler. At that time, MRI was formed as a consortium of a

large number of pre-existing haulers and was awarded a contract to service half the City using

R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc Foth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC ¢ 73
June 2009



negotiations as the procurement process. Municipal crews provide the same basic level of
service in the other half, thus maintaining a balance of public/private service provision. Over the
years, the City and MRI continued to negotiate five-year extensions to the collection contract up
until and including a five-year extension in 2002. A RFP was issued by the City in March, 2006.
After a drawn out process including legal proceedings, the City recently extended the MRI
contract for another five year period.

St. Cloud

Since 1991, St. Cloud has operated a volume-based MSW collection system. Residents are
charged based on the volume of MSW placed at the curb for collection. Since 1998 the number
of MSW and recycling service accounts has increased by 45% without an increase in the City’s
MSW service employees.

Stillwater

The city of Stillwater has a fairly long history of having an organized MSW collection system,
prior to the enactment of the Organized Collection statute. They had a contract with a local
independent hauler who was purchased by Waste Management. They continue to negotiate
contract extensions.

4.2 Collection Systems

Table 4-1 provides a summary of the types of collection systems for MSW and recyclables for
each city along with the hauler(s) providing the service.

Table 4-1 Type of System and Hauler(s) Providing Service
City MSW Type Hauler(s) Reiycllng Hauler(s)
ype
Duluth Open 9 haulers — see Open Same as Solid
Appendix C Waste Haulers
Eagan Open 7 haulers — see Open Same as Solid
Appendix C Waste Haulers
Rochester Open 10 haulers — see Open Same as Solid
Appendix C Waste Haulers
Woodbury Open 7 haulers — see Open Same as Solid
Appendix C Waste Haulers
St. Paul Open 23 haulers — see Organized Eureka Recycling
Appendix C
Blaine Organized Waste Management Organized Waste Management
/Veolia /Veolia
Mankato Organized Waste Management Organized Waste Management
Minneapolis Organized Municipal & MRI Organized Municipal & MRI
St. Cloud Organized Municipal Organized Municipal
Stillwater Organized Waste Management Organized Waste Management
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4.2.1 Open System Cities

Duluth

Duluth has an open collection system for both residential MSW and recyclable material
collection. The City ordinance requires every household to have MSW and recyclables
collection. To comply with this ordinance, residents may set up services with one of the nine
licensed haulers. Residents are billed for collection services directly by their chosen haulers.
Billing frequency varies by hauler.

Eagan

Eagan has an open collection system for both residential MSW and recyclable material
collection. The City ordinance requires every household to have weekly MSW collection. To
comply with this ordinance, residents may set up services with one of the seven licensed haulers
or they may take their own garbage to local licensed solid waste facilities. Recycling and yard
waste services are optional. Residents are billed for collection services directly by their chosen
haulers. Billing frequency varies by hauler.

Rochester

Rochester has an open collection system for both residential MSW and recyclable material
collection. The City follows Olmsted County ordinances for waste management practices. The
County ordinance requires weekly disposal of MSW and requires licensed haulers to offer
recycling services. Residents are billed for collection services directly by their hauler. Billing
frequency varies by hauler.

Woodbury

Woodbury has an open collection system for both residential MSW and recyclable material
collection. The city of Woodbury requires that residents recycle. City ordinance requires
residents to have both MSW and recyclable material collection services. City staff and the
Woodbury Environmental Education Commission (EEC) manage the solid waste program in the
City. The EEC is made up of seven Woodbury residents. The EEC advises the City council on
policies and procedures related to environmental education issues of the City. Residents are
billed directly by their haulers for collection services. Billing frequency is dictated by the
haulers.

St. Paul

The City reported that 23 haulers are licensed to provide residential collection service, but not all
of them are reported to currently be serving customers in the City. Ramsey County reported that
17 haulers report having residential customers in St. Paul during 2008. Eureka Recycling is the
contract hauler for curbside recycling collection. The City ordinance requires haulers to offer at
least three levels of volume based fees for garbage collection service. Recycling is mandatory
for at least three materials and residents are required by the ordinance to have solid waste
collected by a licensed hauler or coordinate service with a neighbor.
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4.2.2 Organized System Cities

Blaine

In 2008, Blaine contracted with Waste Management for residential MSW and recyclable material
collection. Residents are required by City ordinance to pay for MSW collection service in Blaine
and are billed quarterly by the City.

At the end of this year Blaine issued a competitive RFP for the residential collection services of
the City. The new contract was awarded to Veolia ES Solid Waste (Veolia).

Mankato

The public works department manages the MSW and recyclable material collection contracting
in Mankato. Currently, Mankato contracts with Waste Management for these collection services.
Residents are required by City ordinance to pay for collection services and are billed for the
service on their utility bill on a monthly basis by the City.

Minneapolis

The public works solid waste and recycling division manages the MSW and recyclable material
collection services for all single family households up to four-plexes in Minneapolis. Those
structures with greater than four units have the option of using the City collection services or
contracting on their own for services. Public works personnel provide collection services for
half of the households. The other half of the households are served by MRI which contracts with
the City. Residents are required by City ordinance to pay for MSW and recyclable collection
service and are billed monthly by the City.

St. Cloud

The public works department manages the MSW and recyclable material collection services for
all single family households, duplexes and tri-plexes. The City uses municipal crews for both
these collection services. Larger residential properties must contract privately with their own
hauler for collection services. Residents pay for MSW and recyclable collection services as part
of their City utility bill on a bi-monthly basis plus purchase bags to set out garbage if they have
not subscribed to the 90 gallon cart service.

Stillwater

Waste Management manages the MSW and recyclable material collection services for residents
of Stillwater. By City ordinance, every residence is required to have collection services
including multi-family structures. Therefore, Waste Management serves both single family and
multi-family households (including apartment complexes). Single family household residents
are billed for collection services by Waste Management on a quarterly basis.

4.3 Accounts and Scope of Service
Tables 4-2A and 4-2B provide a summary of the number of households and the levels of service
provided to each City.

4.3.1 Open System Cities

Table 4-2A provides a summary of the households served and service levels for the five open
cities.
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Table 4-2A

Open Cities — Households Served and Service Levels

Typical
# Multi- Garbage  Typical Recycling
City # Single Family . Service Frequency & Yard Waste Bulky Wastes
family
Levels Method
(Gallons)
Varies by hauler -
Every other :Vﬁssgjﬂgﬂgogsig&eo?? WLSSD Material Recovery
Duluth 24,505 3,220 35/65/95 week/Single sort PRy, Y Center drop-off-some fees
some haulers (leaves and
plus weekly/Dual apply
sort grass) — fees may apply
Mostlv every other Drop-off sites — fees apply,  Curbside collection varies by
Eagan 17,296 Incl. 32/64/96 y every curbside collection varies by  hauler — fees apply, drop-off
week/Single sort .
hauler at local landfill
\\//\Zer:j(sl t})ézglljlse;r; Curbside collection varies by
Rochester 28,500 10,600 35/64/95 yroua hauler — fees may apply,
and some single .
drop-off County site
sort
Weekly or Every .
Drop-off site — fees apply, . . .
Woodbury 13,266 6,382 30/60/90 other_week/DuaI OF curbside collection varies by Curbside collection varies by
single sort, hauler hauler — fees apply
respectively
. . . Curbside collection varies by
Curbside collection varies by
St. Paul MSW - 65,746 33,345 30/60/90 Weekly/Dual sort hauler — County drop-off hauler — fees apply

Recyc. - 84,771

sites available with no fees

District sponsored “Clean
Up Days”
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Duluth

Based on data provided by WLSSD, there are 24,505 households being serviced by licensed
haulers in Duluth. Collection services for both MSW and recycling are provided by a total of six
different companies. The levels of services (volume of garbage containers) provided to residents
varies by hauler. Based on one hauler’s company website, they offer 35, 65 and 95 gallon
service options to residents.

Residential recycling programs also vary among the haulers (single sort, dual sort, etc.).
Recycling containers are provided by haulers. The majority of the residents are offered single
sort recycling by their hauler (Tables 4-12, Haulers B & C, 59.5% of residential market share).
Some haulers (Table 4-12, Haulers A and “Other”, 40.5% of residential market share) offer dual
sort recycling to their residents which is collected every week.

Additional curbside collection services (yard waste, bulky items, appliances, holiday tree
collection) vary by hauler as well. Costs associated with the services are not readily available as
they vary from hauler to hauler and are not public information.

WLSSD has a drop-off site for residents to use for yard waste. Residents may drop off
appliances, electronics, clean construction and demolition debris, mattresses and other materials
at the WLSSD Material Recovery Center. In most cases, residents are required to pay a fee for
the disposal of these items.

Eagan

Based on data provided by Dakota County, there are 17,296 total households being serviced by
licensed haulers in Eagan (including multi-family households). Collection services for both
MSW and recycling are provided by a total of seven different companies. The levels of services
(volume of garbage containers) provided to residents varies by hauler.

Residential recycling programs also vary among the haulers (single sort, dual sort, etc.).
Recycling containers or carts are provided to residents by their hauler. The majority of residents
are provided with single sort recycling that is collected on an every other week basis (Table 4-10,
Hauler A and G, 80.9 % of residential market share). Remaining residents are provided with
dual sort recycling by their hauler that is collected every week.

Additional curbside collection services (yard waste, bulky items, appliances, holiday tree
collection) vary by hauler as well. Costs associated with the services are not readily available as
they vary from hauler to hauler and are not released as public information.

There are various drop-off sites for residents to use for appliances, electronics, bulky waste, and
yard waste. In most cases, residents are required to pay a fee for the disposal of these items. The
Dakota County Eco-Site located in Eagan accepts recyclables and electronic waste for no charge.

In an attempt to reduce overall truck traffic in neighborhoods, the City is separated into three
sections (zones) for collection services. This minimizes the days the vehicles are on the streets
in a particular neighborhood, but doesn’t necessarily minimize the number of vehicles.
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Each section has a different designated collection day. Collection services are provided to
residents Monday, Wednesday and Friday, depending on which section they are located. All
materials placed curbside for collection at a household (MSW, recycling, yard waste and bulky
wastes) must be collected on the section’s designated collection day.

The haulers observed in Eagan in this study were using tandem axle 25 cubic yard packers
equipped with automated side loader (ASL) cart dumpers.

Rochester

Currently there were reported to be approximately 28,500 single family households and 10,600
multi-family households being serviced by licensed haulers in Rochester. Currently, four haulers
provide service to residential areas in the City. The City has imposed a limit on the number of
hauling licenses it issues. The levels of MSW service provided to residents vary among haulers.
The most common volume responses are listed above in Table 4-2A. Information from the
billing survey responses indicated that Sunshine Sanitation offers 35, 65, and 95 gallon service.
Veolia offers at least 35 and 65 gallon services, they also likely offer some version of a 90 gallon
service. Waste Management offers 32 and 64 gallon service and likely some version of a 90
gallon service.

Haulers are required to offer recycling collection services to residents. Residential recycling
programs vary among the haulers (single sort, dual sort, etc.). The majority of residents are
provided with dual sort recycling by their hauler that is collected on a weekly basis (Table 4-14,
Haulers A and C, 68.6% of residential market share). One hauler (Table 4-14, Hauler B, 31.4%
of residential market share) provides single sort recycling that is collected on an every other
week basis.

Additional curbside collection services (yard waste, bulky items, appliances, holiday tree
collection) vary by hauler too. Costs associated with the services are not readily available as
haulers are free to charge residents what they like for these services.

The County also has one public compost site where residents may drop off yard waste and
holiday trees for no charge. The site is open from the spring through the fall.

The haulers observed in this City were using 25 cubic yard packers with ASL cart dumpers.

Woodbury

Currently there are 13,266 single family households and 6,382 multi-family households being
serviced by licensed haulers in Woodbury for a total of 19,648 households. Collection services
for both MSW and recycling are provided by a total of seven different companies. Haulers are
required to provide recycling collection services to residents. Each company is required to
provide residents a choice of 30, 60 or 90 gallon garbage service.

Residential recycling programs vary among the haulers. Approximately half of the residents are
provided with single sort recycling by their hauler that is collected every other week. The other
half of residents are offered duel sort recycling which is collected on a weekly basis. Recycling
containers or carts are provided to residents by the City, through their hauler. Residents may
also purchase these containers at the public works building.
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Additional curbside collection services (yard waste, bulky items, appliances, holiday tree
collection) vary by hauler. Costs associated with the services are not readily available as haulers
are free to charge residents what they like for these services.

The City also has one public compost site where residents may drop off brush and yard waste for
a fee. The site is open from mid-April through mid-November.

The City is separated into four different residential hauling districts. Each district has a different
designated collection day. Collection services are provided to residents Monday through
Thursday, depending on which hauling district they are located. All materials placed curbside
for collection at a household (MSW, recycling and yard waste) must be collected on the district’s
designated collection day.

The haulers observed in this City used 25 cubic yard packers with ASL cart dumpers.

St. Paul

The city of St. Paul reported having 65,746 single family households eligible for residential
collection service. City officials noted that approximately ten percent of the total households do
not actually contract for MSW collection service. The multi-family residences” MSW is handled
as commercial accounts via dumpsters. Most haulers provide volume-based collection via
different size containers.

Recycling is handled via a contract between the City and Eureka Recycling. The curbside
recycling program serves 84,771 households (single family through four-plexes) collected by
Eureka Recycling’s 20 bio-diesel-powered collection vehicles. Tonnage has increased ten-fold
since the program went City-wide in 1986 to 21,000 tons in 2004.

The contract extension with Eureka Recycling signed September, 2001 commits the City's cost
for recycling services long-term at $121.00 per ton through 2013. The ten year extension and
work plan incorporates performance features using objective measurements of progress, and
provides incentives for achieving objectives. The contract departs from the usual line item
budgeting approach in favour of a flat per ton payment, leaving most program decisions to
Eureka Recycling.

The City changed to weekly dual-stream curbside collection of recyclables (all fibers in one bin
and all rigid containers in another bin) beginning June 2004; resulting in a projected increase of
3,000-4,000 tons collected per year; and requiring a $2.00 per household Recycling Service Fee
increase to cover the cost to collect and process the increased tonnage, and to cover decreases in
state SCORE recycling grant funding in 2003-2005.

Eureka Recycling plans to add clean organics collection to the curbside program in 2008-2010,
with the objective of reaching a 75% residential recycling rate in St. Paul by 2012.

Yard wastes collection service is provided by the haulers, but Ramsey County operates a yard
waste processing collection system that includes three yard waste drop-off sites within the city of
St. Paul. The County’s yard waste sites are free to County residents. Bulky wastes may be

80 eFoth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc
June 2009



collected by haulers, but there are also “Clean Up Days” sponsored by the Districts within the
City. Residents can deliver different types of bulky wastes to the temporary drop-off locations
on the scheduled “Clean Up Days”.

4.3.2 Organized System Cites

Table 4-2B provides a summary of the households served and service levels for the five
organized cities.
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Organized Cities - Households Served and Service Levels

Recycling
Frequency &
Method

Yard Waste

Bulky Wastes

Table 4-2B
Garbage
Cit #Single  # Multi- Service
y Family family Levels
(Gallons)
Blaine 16,143 0 30/60/90
Mankato 8,300 0 35/64
Minneapolis 104,000 NR 22/94
30 & 60
require
St.Cloud 17,33 597 "
' ' bags 90
requires
City cart
Stillwater 5471 195 30/60/90

Every other
week/Single Sort

Weekly/Dual sort

Every other
week/Three or
more sort

Weekly/Dual sort

Every other
week/Single sort

Curbside collection by hauler
— some fees apply

Seasonal curbside collection
(leaves) — cost included in
base fee, curbside collection
yard waste by hauler — fees
apply, drop-off site — fees
apply

Seasonal curbside collection —
cost included in base fee

Seasonal curbside collection —
need to purchase clear plastic
30 gallon “City” bags (leaves
and grass clippings), curbside
collection of brush by hauler
— fees apply, drop-off site —
permit purchase

Curbside collection — cost
included in base fee

Included in cost of unlimited
90 gallon service (except
appliances), other levels of
service use curbside collection
— fees apply

Curbside collection by hauler —
fees apply

Curbside collection — cost
included in base fee, six free
vouchers to bring material to

transfer station

Curbside collection — fees
apply

Curbside collection — cost
included in base fee

! Includes single family homes and duplex homes.
? Includes both single family and multi family homes.
NR = no response.
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Blaine
Currently there are 16,143 households being serviced, not including multi-family households
which are considered commercial accounts and must contract on their own for services.

Refuse collection is provided Monday through Friday throughout zoned areas of the City. When
the Foth representative followed trucks on route in Blaine, Waste Management was the City’s
contracted hauler. Waste Management assigned collection route boundaries within the zones
depending upon the anticipated seasonal needs. Routes may require servicing up to or slightly
over 1,000 households per day. The information on the specific number of vehicles required to
service all households for MSW and recycling was only made available in a range of total
vehicles. That range was six to ten vehicles per day. This range was consistent with other cities.
Collection vehicles observed in this City were tandem axel, 25 cubic yard packer trucks
equipped with an ASL lifter for the garbage carts.

Single sort recycling for residents was included in all four service options. Recycling collection
was provided on an every other week basis. Waste Management provided carts to all residences
and collects them in the same manner as MSW.

Mankato

Currently there are 8,300 single family households and duplexes being serviced by Waste
Management for MSW and recyclable material collection. Multi-family households larger than a
duplex are considered commercial accounts and must contract on their own for services.
Residents may choose from two levels of service including a 35 gallon service or a 64 gallon
service. Additional 30 gallon bags are sold for additional service.

Refuse collection is provided Monday through Friday in zoned areas throughout the City.
Garbage is collected using ASL equipment for the carts, which are supplied by the hauler.

Dual sort recycling for residents is included in both service level options. Resident may
purchase recycling bins from the City. Recycling collection is provided on the same day as
MSW collection.

Minneapolis

Currently there are 110,000 single family households up to four-plexes being serviced by either
the city of Minneapolis public works personnel or MRI for MSW and recyclable material
collection. MRI is a consortium of several hauling companies. Households with greater than
four units can use City collection or contract on their own for services. Residents may choose
from two levels of service including a 22 gallon service or a 94 gallon service.

Refuse collection is provided Monday through Friday. The City is divided into two contiguous
areas, one served by the City and one served by MRI. Garbage carts are provided by the City.
Fifteen City garbage trucks service an average of 650 households each day. There are two crew
members per truck.

Three or more sort recycling for residents is included in the two service options. Recycling
collection is provided on an every other week basis. The City provides up to two 24 gallon
recycling bins per household.
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Geographically the City is divided into two contiguous areas. This affords the optimum
collection efficiencies by keeping the required driving distances to service the population with
the least amount of driving. Eighty percent of all households have alley service and the 20%
that have no alley access are serviced from the street. During the observation period where
distances were monitored, this ratio of alleys and street service were maintained. The average
distance between households was approximately 83 feet.

St. Cloud

Currently there are 17,335 single family households, 517 duplexes and 80 tri-plexes receiving
municipal MSW and recyclable material collection services. Residents may choose from two
service level options including bag service or 90 gallon cart service. The bag service requires
residents to purchase specially marked “City” bags. Residents who subscribe to the 90 gallon
service are supplied a cart by the City. Any material beyond the 90 gallon carts capacity must be
placed in “City” bags. Currently 757 households subscribe to the cart service program.

Refuse and recycling collection for City residents is provided Tuesday through Friday.
Collection is performed by four trucks with two person crews. Collection vehicles are capable of
lifting/dumping carts.

Dual sort recycling services are provided weekly for both levels of service on the same day as
MSW collection. Residents are required to sort their materials in a City provided bin. Recycling
collection is performed by seven trucks with a one person crew in each truck.

Stillwater

Currently there are 5,471 single family households and 195 multi-family households being
serviced by the City’s contracted hauler, Waste Management. Residents may choose from four
levels of service including a senior service, 30 gallon, 60 gallon or 90 gallon service.

Single sort recyclable material collection service is provided for all four service levels and is
collected on an every-other week basis. Wheeled carts for recyclable materials are provided to
residents by Waste Management. These collections are also done utilizing ASL vehicles.

4.4 Structure of Institutional Arrangements

This section of the report addresses additional background information that can have some
bearing on rates and solid waste management system performance for the ten in-depth cities.

44.1 Open System Cities

Duluth

The city of Duluth has completed evaluations of residential collection in the past and has
consistently decided to not get directly involved with service delivery or administration. The
City in conjunction with the WLSSD actively promotes recycling with mandatory collection and
a fairly aggressive volume based rate schedule. WLSSD has authority for solid waste
management equal to that for counties and a history of waste processing and designation to their
co-incineration facility for Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) and sewage sludge which operated from
1982 to mid-1999. WLSSD implemented a hauler collected service charge which was upheld by
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the Minnesota Supreme Court as a potential model for others. They currently collect their
service charge on both the hauler bills and part of the property tax statement.

WLSSD has a transfer station available for MSW from their service area with the current
disposal contract to the city of Superior, WI sanitary landfill. Tipping fees for MSW delivered to
the transfer station are approximately $34.00 to $38.00 per ton. WLSSD also has a Materials
Recovery Center, Household Hazardous Waste facility, and an Organics Composting Facility. In
2006, WLSSD adopted an ordinance requiring the recovery of organic waste by commercial
establishments.

Eagan

The city of Eagan is not actively involved with MSW management services. They have looked
at collection issues and have the City zoned. Dakota County has Hauler Financial Incentive
Payment (HFIP) program which pays waste haulers $12.00 per ton to the haulers for waste
processing.

Rochester

The city of Rochester is not actively involved with direct MSW management. Olmsted County
IS very active with their Integrated Solid Waste Management (ISWM) system which includes
their WTE facility, sanitary landfill, as well as facilities to handle recyclables, HHW, yard waste
and problem materials.

Olmsted County evaluated organizing collection countywide in 2006. The plan was to divide the
County into five collection districts. Each district was to be comprised of roughly 20% of the
total market and haulers could bid on the exclusive right to provide waste collection service
within the County collection district. However, no single waste company could have more than
two districts or 40% of the total market. The County decided against organizing when the
haulers and customers organized their opposition. The haulers and customers attended the
County board meeting (300+ in attendance). The haulers paid for and appeared in TV
commercials, which ran before the board meeting complaining about the board's actions. The
haulers were also quoted in the newspapers, ran their own newspaper advertisements, paid for
radio spots and wrote letters to the editor. The County did not organize collection but limited the
number of available licenses issued in the County and the haulers signed long-term (15 year)
contracts for waste delivery to County facilities. The contracts kept the open competition system
in place but provided waste assurance by directing waste to Olmsted's WTE facility with
significant penalties for non-compliance. The contract tipping fee at the WTE facility is $83.00
per ton plus a hauler collected service charge of 5% of gross receipts. Starting May 1, 2009 the
hauler collected service charge will increase to 17% of gross receipts.

Woodbury
The city of Woodbury has discussed organized collection to a limited extent. They are reported
to require new subdivisions to organize collection when they are established as new subdivisions.

Washington County contracted for waste processing along with Ramsey County in the mid-
1980’s. MSW is delivered primarily to the Resource Recovery Technologies, Inc. (RRT)
Resource Recovery facility in Newport. Washington County along with Ramsey County
conducted a detailed evaluation of “public collection” from mid-2001 through the end of 2002.
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The Counties carefully considered organizing collection for both residential and commercial
solid wastes. They decided against organizing but implemented their “County Environmental
Charge” to be collected by waste haulers on their customer bills. The waste haulers also signed
waste delivery agreements to deliver MSW to the processing facility in Newport.

Beginning in 2007, Washington County (as well as Ramsey County) changed their contractual
arrangement for waste processing with RRT (formally NRG) to what is now referred to as a
“merchant approach.” RRT is now responsible for waste delivery contracting. Their contract
tipping fee rates escalate over time until they are contractually set at $72.00 per ton in 2012, the
last year of the current processing contract. Washington and Ramsey Counties payments for
processing to RRT trend downward as the hauler tipping fee rates increase. The approach is
meant to establish RRT Resource Recovery’s Newport facility as a “merchant facility,” able to
stand on it’s own without a county processing contract after 2012.

RRT has two types of contracts for waste delivery — “All Waste” and “Contracted Waste”. Not
all haulers serving Woodbury are contracted to deliver all the waste they collect to the processing
facility. Those with “All Waste” contracts serving Woodbury include: Highland Sanitation,
Maroney’s Sanitation, Tennis Sanitation, Troje’s Trash Service and Waste Management.

Haulers with “Contracted Waste” contracts include Allied Waste Services and Veolia.

The Washington County Environmental Charge on the hauler bills is currently set at 28%. The
funds are used for solid waste related purposes with the majority used to make the processing
payments to RRT.

St. Paul

The city of St. Paul has a long history of considering organized collection as noted in Section
4.8. St. Paul is an urban, core City. There are residents who are strong advocates for
maintaining their choice for their waste hauler. There are also strong District Councils within the
City that have been active in solid waste and recycling issues. Eureka Recycling provides both
single family curbside and multi-family (above four-plexes) residence recycling collection and
processing service for the City. Eureka Recycling provides a strong voice for recycling, zero
waste and is working on plans for residential organic waste collection in the City.

As noted in the Woodbury section above, Ramsey County is involved in the same activities as
Washington County including the contract with RRT, the public collection study, the County
Environmental Charge and the merchant facility approach. The County Environmental Charge
for Ramsey County is 28% for residential and 53% for commercial customers.

4.4.2 Organized System Cities

Blaine

As noted, the city of Blaine hauler for residential collection was Waste Management when this
study began, but changed to Veolia as the result of a competitive bidding process completed in
October. Waste Management was reported to be providing excellent service. Nevertheless, the
City issued an RFP for competitive proposals and received proposals from four hauling
companies. According to the City’s analysis of the bids, over the seven year term of the contract,
the bid submitted by Veolia was projected to save the City over $1.2 million compared to Waste
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Management’s bid. Thus, the City was able to save significantly as a result of their competitive
bidding process.

The city of Blaine is located in Anoka County, who has a contract for waste processing with

RRT at their EIk River Resource Recovery Facility. The City is regarded as a “public entity”
and is required to have the MSW collected by their contract hauler delivered to the County’s

designated facility.

Mankato

The city of Mankato has historically negotiated contract extensions rather than re-bid. Waste
Management is the current hauler having acquired the previous hauler, Kato Sanitation. Blue
Earth County waste processing requires public entity wastes to be processed. Minnesota Waste
Processing Corporation (MWPC) has a transfer station located in Mankato to which public entity
wastes are delivered for a tipping fee of approximately $83 per ton. The MSW is transfer hauled
to the RRT Newport Facility.

Blue Earth County contracts for recyclables processing service for the entire County and the
contracted hauler for that service is also Waste Management.

Minneapolis

The city of Minneapolis collects half the City single family residences and contracts with MRI
for the other half. This arrangement is unique, but helps keeps rates in check for both the private
contracted hauler and the City. The service provided to City households is very comprehensive
and includes collection (curbside or alley) of the most different types of solid wastes in
Minnesota for the standard fees charged per month. Residents are not charged extra for these
services. In addition, households receive a $7 credit on their monthly costs if they participate in
the curbside recycling service. The recycling collection includes source separation into several
categories by residents and curbside sorting of materials by haulers which results in the City
receiving higher revenue for their recyclable materials than most other communities via a
separate recyclables processing contract.

MSW is delivered to Hennepin County’s WTE facility Hennepin Energy Recovery Center
(HERC). The MSW comes under the public entity requirements. The Hennepin County Hauler
Solid Waste Management Fee charged on hauler bills is set at 9% for residential customers and
14.5% for non-residential customers.

St. Cloud

The city of St. Cloud uses municipal crews for collection. They have two approaches to how
residents set out garbage — a bag system and a rolling cart. The bags are sold in bundles of ten
and represent a rigorous volume-based fee system as the residents pay the same price for each
bag of garbage set out for collection. The carts are 90 gallon in size and provide flexibility and
convenience to residents.

St. Cloud is in Stearns County, part of the Tri-County Solid Waste Management. Tri-County has
a contract to provide MSW to the RRT EIk River Resource Recovery facility. They also send
some waste to the Perham Resource Recovery facility in Perham, Minnesota. Approximately
half the Tri-County waste stream is sent to landfills.
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Stillwater

The city of Stillwater contracts with Waste Management for all collection services. The City has
tended to negotiate and extend contracts (Waste Management purchased the previous contracted
hauler) rather than competitively bid.

Stillwater is in Washington County and all the information regarding Washington County in the
Woodbury subsection applies to Stillwater.

4.5 Rate Information

As mentioned in Section 3.3, rate information was sought to provide data for comparisons
between different management approaches. This section summarizes the billing statement
survey results for only the in-depth cities. The corresponding cost data from the ten in-depth
cities was included previously in Section 3.3 to provide a broader data base for that analysis.
The rate data from the in-depth cities is included separately in this section as well.

A total of 82 billing survey responses were received from the in-depth cities. Some of the billing
information was collected from city and hauler websites to verify information or obtain
information for cities that did not have any billing survey responses. Sixty-nine of the survey
responses are from cities with an open MSW collection system. Thirteen survey responses are
from cities with an organized MSW collection system.

A summary matrix of the rate data for the in-depth cities is provided in Appendix D. Each line
in the table represents rate data for a particular city and a particular hauler. The costs for the
different levels of service (generally 30, 60 and 90 gallon containers and commonly each size
container has variations such as the 30 gallon container sizes range from 30 to 35 gallons) are
shown for each city and hauler. The breakdown of the costs is shown for each service using the
best data provided.

Table 4-3 summarizes the average monthly service rates charged to residents in the in-depth
cities. These costs include the base rate for the service, tax, surcharges, and recycling costs as
provided by the participants.
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Table 4-3 Average Monthly Service Rates Charged to

Residents

City 30 Gallon 60 Gallon 90 Gallon
Open Systems

Duluth’ $26.73 $33.62 $39.77

Eagan -- $22.50 --

Rochester $24.60 $29.03 --

Woodbury $20.52* $16.02 $25.69

St. Paul $24.63 $28.50 $30.46
Open Average $24.12 $25.93 $31.97

Organized Systems

Blaine $8.94 $12.79 $14.98
Mankato® $11.30 $12.65 NA
Minneapolis® $21.38 NA $23.75
St. Cloud $15.23° $24.01° $33.45
Stillwater $16.97 $19.89 $23.14
Organized Average $14.76 $17.33 $23.83

Difference between Open
and Organized Averages $9.36 $8.60 $8.14

-- Did not receive any billing survey responses for this service level.

NA - Haulers do not offer this service level.

! No billing statement surveys were received from the city of Duluth. Rates shown are from a hauler’s website. The
hauler has a significant market share of the residential accounts in Duluth.

2 Actual MSW service levels are 35 gallons and 64 gallons.

® Actual MSW service levels are 22 gallons of 94. All service levels include netting out a $7.00 credit that is issued
to the residents if they participate in the recycling program. If they do not recycle, the cost for each of the service
levels would be $7.00 more.

* This city only had one response for this level of service.

>The 30 Gallon service value charged to residents was determined by assuming residents dispose of one 30 gallon
bag of MSW per week each month (4 weeks total). One 30 gallon bag costs $2.00. To account for the Minnesota
solid waste tax (9.75%), the total amount associated with solid waste ($8.00) was multiplied by 1.0975. The pass by
base fee is $6.45 per month which includes recycling.

® The 60 Gallon service value charged to residents was determined by assuming residents dispose of two 30 gallon
bag of MSW per week each month (4 weeks total). One 30 gallon bag costs $2.00. To account for the Minnesota
solid waste tax (9.75%), the total amount associated with solid waste ($16.00) was multiplied by 1.0975. The pass
by base fee is $6.45 per month which includes recycling.

In Table 4-3 the five open system cities are listed first followed by the five organized system
cities. The rates are similar in that the larger volume service level, the more the resident is
charged. Where the rates differ are in the average costs for similar services. Blaine, an
organized city, has the lowest rates charged to residents for MSW and recyclable material
collection. Of the open system cities, the rates from Duluth are the highest rates charged to
residents for collection services.
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Averages are calculated for the different levels of service for both open and organized systems.
At all levels of service (30, 60 and 90 gallon containers); the organized cities have lower average
costs. The differences range from $8.14 less for the 90 gallon service level to $9.36 for the 30
gallon service level.

It is interesting to note that all the organized cities are part of county systems that use resource
recovery facilities where the cost per ton for disposal is generally higher than disposal at
landfills.

Table 4-4 summarizes the average monthly rate paid to haulers. In an organized system city,
typically these rates are paid to the haulers by the city. In an open system city, these rates are
paid to the hauler directly by the residents.

Table 4-4 Average Monthly Service Rates Paid to Haulers

City 30 Gallon 60 Gallon 90 Gallon

Open Systems
Duluth * * *
Eagan -- $21.07 --
Rochester $22.01 $25.95 --
Woodbury $13.75 $13.95 $19.52
St. Paul $20.57 $22.14 $24.17

Organized Systems
Blaine $10.56 $11.40 $12.57
Mankato* $5.56 $5.56 NA
Minneapolis*  $18.00/10.49 NA $20.00/10.49
St. Cloud® $14.45 $22.45 $31.05
Stillwater $12.87 $15.07 $17.49

* Unable to determine amount credited to hauler versus taxes.

-- Did not receive any billing survey responses for this service level.

NA - Haulers do not offer this service level.

! Actual MSW service levels are 35 gallons and 64 gallons.

2 Actual MSW service levels are 22 gallons of 94. The first amounts listed are the amounts the city of Minneapolis
retains from each household after remitting taxes and the County solid waste fee. MRI, the contracted hauler who
provides service for half of the City’s residents, is paid $10.49 per household serviced. The City provides carts for
residents, handles the billing, pays the disposal fee to HERC, provides education, snow plows the alleys, conducts
pilot project and pays for graffiti removal with the remaining funds.

* St. Cloud uses municipal crews for both MSW and recycling collection. The amount of money the City would
retain is the amount charged to residents less state and county taxes and fees. These values were estimated using the
rates estimated in Table 4-3. The value for the 90 gallon service was determined by subtracting the recycling base
fee from the total amount charged to residents. This value was divided by 1.0975 to determine the cost associated
with tax.

In Table 4-4 the five open system cities are listed first followed by the five organized system
cities. The rates paid to the haulers for the open system cities were determined by subtracting
taxes and county charges from the total amount the hauler charges to the residents for collection
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services. In all cases, the Minnesota solid waste tax is 9.75%. In some cases there is also a
county solid waste fee. The amount for this fee varies among counties. The taxes and county fee
charges were provided by some billing survey participants. In some cases, if the tax amount was
not supplied and it was determined that tax was not included in the base rate for the service, the
tax amount was calculated. In other cases, if the taxes and county charges were not provided
separately by the survey participant, and if it wasn’t clear whether or not these fees were
included in the base cost, the amount paid to the hauler could not be determined.

The values in Table 4-4 are averages of these calculated values based on information received
from the billing survey participants. As mentioned above, in an open system the hauler is able to
collect the money charged to residents less what they need to remit to the state for taxes and to
the county if they have a solid waste service fee.

In the organized system cities, the amount paid to the hauler by the cities is negotiated and
outlined in a contract. In Mankato, the hauler is paid the same base rate for every house serviced
regardless of the size container the resident uses. In Minneapolis, the amount paid to MRI is
only $10.49 per month as the City funds many other solid waste functions with the remaining
revenues (even alley snow plowing and graffiti removal).

451 Open System Cities

Duluth

No billing survey responses were received for the city of Duluth. The rate data for collection
services in Duluth was obtained from a hauler’s website. This particular hauler provides a
substantial amount of the residential collections services in the City. The rates from this website
are shown in Table 4-3. These rates only represent one hauler and may not reflect the average
rates for the Duluth market. However, as mentioned, the hauler does have a significant market
share and therefore likely has competitive rates.

Licensed haulers in Duluth are required by WLSSD to establish a rate structure for collection
services based on rules outlined by the City. Each hauler is required to set a “base rate” to be
charged for one 32 gallon container service. The base rate shall include the costs associated with
recycling. The base rate does not include taxes or the WLSSD solid waste management fee. The
64 gallon container base rate is supposed to be 135% of the 32 gallon container base rate. The
96 gallon container base rate is supposed to be 170% of the 32 gallon container base rate. This
creates a volume based structure for residential collection. Haulers are free to set the base rate
for the 32 gallon container service at any price. The rates for the additional volume services
(e.g., 64 and 96) provided by haulers must follow this pricing structure.

WLSSD has a solid waste management fee in place to covers costs associated with
environmental services (hazardous waste disposal, recycling, composting and waste reduction)
and educational programs. The solid waste fee for a 32 gallon size container is $0.28 per pick
up. The fees for other size containers are more or less than this value depending on the size of
the container (larger containers are charged more). Haulers collect these fees when they bill
residents and in turn pay the total fee amount for all their customers to WLSSD. A portion of the
solid waste management fee is also collected through property taxes ($18.00 per year for
residents).

R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc Foth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC ¢ 91
June 2009



Eagan

Three different collection bill survey responses were provided by residents of Eagan. All three
responses were for the 60 gallon service. In Table 4-4 above, the monthly service rate charged to
residents is an average of what was provided. The bills provided represent two of the seven
licensed residential haulers in the City. The average amount paid to the hauler was determined
by subtracting taxes and county fees from the total amount charged to residents. In an open
system such as Eagan, haulers may charge extra for various bulky waste set out by customers.
Often haulers will overlook charging for extra bags of garbage due to competitive reasons.

Rochester

Nine collection bill responses were provided by residents of Rochester. Seven of these responses
were for the 30 gallon service and two responses were for the 60 gallon service option. The bills
provided represent three of the 10 licensed residential haulers in Rochester. In Table 4-3 above,
the monthly service rate charged to residents is an average of what was provided. Haulers are
required to structure their service options based on a volume based service fee. Haulers are also
required to collect an environmental service charge from customers to help fund Olmsted County
environmental education and waste abatement activities. The total amount the hauler needs to
collect for this service charge regulated to equal 5% of hauler’s gross receipts.

Once again, haulers may charge extra for bulky wastes and may or may not charge for small
amounts of extra garbage.

Woodbury

Six different collection bill survey responses were provided by City staff that live in Woodbury.
One bill survey response was provided for 30 gallon service, two responses were provided for
the 60 gallon service, and three responses were provided for the 90 gallon service. In Table 4-3
above, the monthly service rate charged to residents is an average of what was provided. The
bills provided represent three of the seven licensed residential haulers in the City. The average
amount paid to the hauler was determined by subtracting taxes and county fees from the total
amount charged to residents.

Woodbury provides a financial benefit opportunity for those residents who recycle. Each month
one address is drawn randomly from one of the City’s four hauling districts. A City staff
member will check the winning address on that resident’s designated collection day to see if they
are recycling. If so, that resident wins a prize of $50.00. The money to fund this program is
provided by Washington County.

St. Paul

Forty-five different collection bill survey responses were provided by City staff that live in St.
Paul. Seventeen bill survey responses were provided for 30 gallon service, ten responses were
provided for the 60 gallon service, and 18 responses were provided for the 90 gallon service. In
Table 4-3 above, the monthly service rate charged to residents is an average of what was
provided. The bills provided represent 13 of the 17 residential haulers in the City actually
reporting to have residential accounts.

Table 4-3 shows the average costs for the St. Paul households for different service levels as
follows:
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+ 30 gallon service = $24.63
+ 60 gallon service = $28.50
+ 90 gallon service = $30.46

The average organized city rates from Table 4-3 are:

+ 30 gallon service = $14.76
+ 60 gallon service = $17.33
+ 90 gallon service = $23.83

Subtracting each of the respective averages yields the following differences:

30 gallon service = $9.87
60 gallon service = $11.17
90 gallon service = $6.63
Average difference = $9.22

L4
*
.
*

There were 61,039 households reported to have MSW collection service in St. Paul. Applying
the average difference per household per month of $9.22 yields a projected annual difference of
over $6 million. This is a rough estimate due to the general nature of the billing survey.
Nevertheless, the annual difference in costs for just St. Paul households appears to be well into
the millions of dollars in savings.

The average amount paid to the hauler as shown in Table 4-4 was determined by subtracting
taxes and county fees from the total amount charged to residents.

One resident who uses Hauler H for garbage collection pays $16.00 per month for the 30 gallon
container service. Another resident who uses Hauler K pays $41.00 per month for the 30 gallon
container service. Table 4-5 shows a range of a random sample of monthly rates charged to
residents for MSW collection services from each hauler that operates St. Paul. These rates
include taxes, solid waste fees and surcharges paid to the haulers as provided by the participants.
The monthly rates in Table 4-5 do not include the $2.25 that is charged each month for recycling
collection.
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Table 4-5 Residential Monthly Garbage Rates from Various
Haulers in St. Paul (does not include recycling cost
which is paid separately)

MSW Hauler 30 Gallon 60 Gallon 90 Gallon
Hauler A -- $22.76 -
Hauler B $16.34 - -
Hauler C - $17.84 -
Hauler D -- $22.50 -
Hauler E $21.75 $27.60 -
Hauler F $22.38 $20.60 --
Hauler G -- -- $26.99
Hauler H $16.00 -- -
Hauler | $26.73 -- $34.91
Hauler J -- $15.15 -
Hauler K $41.00 $45.51 $36.83
Hauler L $22.83 $30.72 $26.18

Additional services (e.g., curbside collection of yard waste, bulky waste, appliances and
electronics) may be subject to additional fees. Haulers are free to charge residents what they
please for curbside collection of additional items. Due to competitive reasons, haulers may or
may not charge extra for bulky wastes.

45.2 Organized System Cities

Blaine

The rates for the varying levels of service charged to residents differ from that paid to the hauler.
The rates charged to the residents by the City are typically more than what the City is required to
pay the hauler for the service. These differences in the costs cover administration fees and other
overhead costs incurred by the City. The City also pays the disposal tipping fees directly. In
Blaine, the cost for the 30 gallon service charged to residents ($8.94) is less than what the City
pays the hauler ($10.96). The difference in that cost is subsidized by the higher rates the City
charges the residents that use 60 or 90 gallon service. Residents pay $12.79 and $14.98 for the
60 and 90 gallon service, respectively. The City pays the hauler $11.40 and $12.57 for the 60
and 90 gallon service, respectively. This elevated cost structure is meant to influence residents
to choose the smallest volume necessary for their home garbage needs.

Residents may choose from four levels of service including a senior service, 30 gallon, 60 gallon
or 90 gallon service. The 90 gallon service allows for unlimited collection at no additional
charge. This means residents with the unlimited service may place additional bags of MSW that
do not fit into the supplied 90 gallon container on the curb and the hauler will collect it for no
additional fee. Residents using this service also may discard mattresses, couches, toilets, etc. for
no additional charge.
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Residents using the 30 and 60 gallon service must contact the City’s contracted hauler to arrange
pickup of additional waste. In this case, the hauler sends the resident a bill for these additional
items. The hauler will also collect appliances for an additional fee from all residents (including
the unlimited service). For this service the hauler bills the resident directly for the additional
charges incurred to their account.

Residents also are provided with holiday tree pickup and brush pickup at no additional cost.
Residents have the choice to subscribe to compost pickup for which they are billed directly from
the hauler. The number of households currently subscribing to these services was reported to be
1,500.

Some additional services are included in the contract for “free”. The cost to the hauler for these
services are actually likely covered in the base rate charged to residents for their collection
service. In Blaine’s contract, all the City buildings are serviced for no additional charge.

Mankato

Mankato has negotiated a base rate for MSW and recyclable material collection with Waste
Management. The base rate for MSW collection is $2.89 per household and the base rate for
recyclable material collection is $2.20 per household. This rate is paid to the hauler for all
households served regardless of container size. Per the contract, these rates are increased on an
annual basis by 75% of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) increase for the previous 12 months.
Assuming an average 3% per year CPI increase, this equals $3.16 for MSW and $2.40 for
recycling updated to 2008. The City pays for disposal directly. Waste Management does not
pay the disposal bill.

The rate paid to the hauler is significantly less than the rate residents pay to the City. Residents
are charged $11.30 for the 35 gallon service and $12.65 for the 64 gallon service. The rates
include the cost for MSW and recyclable material collection. Residents pay for recycling even if
they do not participate in the service. As an incentive for residents to recycle, a prize ($100.00 in
Mankato Area Chamber of Commerce “Chamber Bucks”) is offered on a monthly basis. The
recipient of the prize is drawn randomly from the group of residents that have recycled that
month. This prize is provided by the hauler as outlined in the contract.

Garbage that does not fit in the containers may be placed in 30 gallons bags next to the container.
Each additional bag must be labeled with a tag that can be purchased at the local grocery stores
for $2.00. These tags are supplied by the hauler. The $2.00 covers the cost for disposal of the
extra MSW, $1.00 goes to the hauler and $1.00 goes to the City. The hauler receives the full
amount for the purchase of these bags initially and then pays the City their portion on a monthly
basis.

Residents must contact Waste Management to arrange pickup of bulky waste. In this case, the
hauler sends the resident a bill for these additional items. The base rate for both levels of service
includes collection of leaves during the fall and holiday tree recycling. The hauler will also
collect additional yard waste that is placed in 30 gallon bags sold by the hauler. Each bag costs
$0.75.
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The City also hosts a spring clean-up event (first four Saturdays in May) for residents to bring
electronics to the public works building. The costs associated with this event are included in the
base rate. Residents may also place appliances for curbside collection at no additional charge
during the entire month of May. Residents must contact the public works department to
participate in the appliance collection.

Some additional services are included in the contract at no additional charge to the City. The
cost to the hauler for these services are actually likely covered in the base rate charged to
residents for their collection service. In Mankato’s contract, all the City buildings that have
either 35 or 64 gallon containers are serviced for no additional charge. In addition, the hauler is
required to provide information to residents about their service options and the day of collection.
The hauler is also required to provide at least one recycling seminar per school year at the City
schools.

Minneapolis

Residents may choose from two levels of service including a 22 gallon service or a 94 gallon
service. Both levels of service include curbside collection of MSW, recyclable materials, bulky
waste (up to two large burnable items each week and up to two metal items/appliances every
other week) and seasonal collection of yard waste. Residents may also dispose of up to two
additional boxed, bundled or bagged materials outside of their cart. In addition, residents are
provided six vouchers per year to drop off additional materials at the Minneapolis Transfer
Station and two vouchers per year to drop off tires. This City also has drop-off locations to bring
yard waste during the off-season for a fee.

Minneapolis charges residents a base fee of $23.00 per month for MSW, recyclable materials,
bulky waste and yard waste collection. To distinguish between the two service levels, an
additional fee of $4.00 per month is charged for the 94 gallon container and $2.00 per month is
charged for the 22 gallon container. These fees cover the disposal costs.

Residents who recycle are issued a $7.00 credit to their utility bill each month. Those who do
not recycle do not benefit from this credit. In addition, there is a Hennepin County fee applied to
each bill to cover costs for research, program development and other environmental services.
The fee is a percentage (9%) of the amount the waste generator is billed by their hauler. The
final charge included on the bill is Minnesota state tax (9.75%).

As with the other organized cities, the rate paid to the hauler is less than the rate residents pay to
the City. In the new contract with MR, the city pays MRI $10.49 per household per month. For
that fixed price per month, MRI collects MSW, recyclables, bulky wastes, yard waste, plus
additional waste outside the cart. The City retains the total amount less the taxes ($18.00 for the
22 gallon service and $20.00 for the 94 gallon service — if residents recycle) from households
that are serviced by City crews. The City funds all the carts, education, disposal tipping fees,
HHW, administration, billing, pilot projects and even alley snow plowing and graffiti removal
with the remaining funds.

St. Cloud
St. Cloud utilizes a volume based MSW system combined with recycling. Customers who
subscribe to the bag service for MSW collection must purchase “City” bags. These 30 gallon
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bags are green in color and cost $2.00 each (sold in quantities of 10 at local stores). Under this
option residents only pay for the MSW placed at the curb. Residents are also charged a
recycling/pass by fee of $6.95 per month their utility bill (which is billed on a bi-monthly basis).

The 90 gallon MSW cart option costs residents $33.45 per month which is billed on their bi-
monthly utility bill. This amount includes the $6.95 recycling/pass by fee.

Seasonal yard waste collection services are also available to City collection customers.
Residents must place yard waste in 30 gallon clear plastic “City” bags for curbside collection.
Clear yard waste bags may be purchased (10 for $10.00) at local stores. Seasonal curbside
collection of yard waste is on Mondays between mid-April and mid-November. Holiday tree
collection occurs in January and requires one clear yard waste bag to be attached to the tree.
Customers may contact the public works department to arrange curbside collection of brush for
an additional cost.

Residents may also utilize the City’s self-haul compost site. To bring materials to the compost
site, residents must purchase an annual self-haul permit for $20.00. This permit allows the
residents to self haul unlimited amounts of yard waste to the compost site. Permit holders may
take composted soil and wood chips from the site free of charge for personal use.

Special pickups for disposal of bulky items such as furniture, mattresses, box springs, carpeting,
lumber, etc., is available to all City MSW and recycling collection customers. These pickups
will be scheduled on the customer’s MSW collection days. Customers must call at least one day
in advance to schedule a pickup. There is no limit on number of collections a resident may
request. There is a minimum charge of $20.00 for up to two cubic yards of material. Additional
materials will be charged $10.00 per cubic yard. These additional charges will be reflected on a
resident’s bi-monthly utility bill.

Stillwater

Waste Management is responsible for billing residents for their MSW and recyclable material
collections services. It appears from the City’s contract and the City’s website that Waste
Management retains all the monies charged to residents for service with the exception of the
Minnesota residential solid waste tax and the County Environmental Charge.

Additional waste outside of a resident’s service level will be collected for a fee of $1.50 for each
additional 30 gallon bag. Waste Management provides MSW containers for all residents.

All service levels also include appliance, bulky item and seasonal yard waste curbside collection
for no additional cost. Residents may also place a reasonable amount of electronics for curbside
collection free of charge. After the reasonable number has been met, the hauler may bill the
resident directly for any additional electronic collection. The City also hosts an annual
Household Hazardous Waste day when residents may bring a reasonable amount of electronics
for disposal free of charge.

Some additional services are included in the contract at no additional cost to the City. The cost
to the hauler for these services are actually likely covered in the base rate charged to residents for
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their collection service. In Stillwater’s contract, all the City buildings, parks, and street cans are
serviced for no additional charge

A recycling subsidy amount is negotiated on an annual basis between the City and the hauler
depending on the amount of grant money the City receives from Washington County Municipal
Curbside Recycling and Waste Reduction Grant program. The hauler will invoice the City on a
quarterly basis for any recycling subsidy refunds, if applicable.

4.6 End Facilities/Delivery Locations

Table 4-6 provides a summary of where MSW and recyclables are delivered from each City and
the data available on the annual tonnages.
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Table 4-6

Delivery Locations and Tonnages

. Recyclables
City MSW Dgllvery Tonnages Delivery Tonnages
Destination(s) N
Destination(s)
Haulers decide - Haulers report
WLSSD Transfer tonna esrf[o Do not require
Duluth Station, Landfill - g Haulers decide  collectors to report
. WLSSD - scale
Superior, . tonnages
: . weights
Wisconsin
Haulers decide — Haulers decide —
Burnsville 1 MRFs owned by 1
Eagan Landfill, Pine 22,730 WM, Allied, 5658
Bend Landfill Tennis
Olmsted County Haulers decide - Do not require
. County —scale Olmsted County
Rochester Landfill, Olmsted . . collectors to report
\Waste-to-Ener weights Recycling Center tonnaces
9y Plus (self haulers) g
Haulers decide —
RRT — Newport, Do not require Haulers decide —
Pine Bend MRFs owned by 2
Woodbury Landfill, Seven haultgrr;s.nt;) reesport WM, Allied, 5,948
Mile Creek g Tennis
Landfill
Haulers decide -
RRT — Newport,
Veolia Transfer Eureka Recvelin
St. Paul Station to Seven Not provided ycling 22,049°
: MRF, St. Paul
Mile Creek
Landfill — Allied
Landfills
. . 2 WM Single stream 2
Blaine RRT EIk River 16,930 MRE in 2008 4,906
MWPC Transfer ,\\/1\; Ir\l/ILz:t\t/loRI;IISe
Mankato Station to RRT - 6,852 : 1,960
Earth County
Newport, MN .
Recycling Center
Minneapolis HERC, Bur_nswlle 1057112 Alll_ed MRF_ln 215987
Landfill Minneapolis
Waste 2
Management 8,117 3,692°
. Haulers report ) ;
Transfer Station to . Python’s MRF of Do not require
St. Cloud . . tonnages to Tri-
Elk River Landfill . St. Cloud collectors to report
County Solid
or RRT - Elk tonnages
. Waste.
River
WM single-stream
Stillwater RRT — Newport Not provided MRF in 1,231°
Minneapolis

! Data from Dakota County.

2 Data from 2007.
% Data to-date for 2008.
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4.6.1 Open System Cities

Duluth

Disposal locations for the collected residential MSW and recyclable materials are determined by
each hauler. Most haulers bring residential MSW to WLSSD Transfer Station which in turn
delivers material to a landfill located in Superior, Wisconsin.

Eagan

Disposal locations for the collected residential MSW and recyclable materials are determined by
each hauler. Tonnages for both MSW and recyclable materials are required to be reported
directly to Dakota County.

Rochester

Residential haulers in Rochester dispose of collected MSW material at either Olmsted County
Landfill or Olmsted WTE. Recyclable materials are processed by haulers. Olmsted County
records tonnage information at their facilities by hauler, not by City of origin.

Woodbury

Most of the residential haulers in the City bring MSW to the RRT Resource Recovery facility in
Newport. Several haulers have contracts with the County to bring waste to this facility. Some
haulers do not have an “All Waste” contract and bring a portion of the residential waste they
collect to Allied Waste Service’s Pine Bend Landfill (in Minnesota) or Veolia’s Seven Mile
Creek Landfill (in Wisconsin) via transfer stations.

Recyclable materials are processed at hauler owned facilities.

St. Paul

Most of the residential haulers in the City bring MSW to the RRT Resource Recovery facility in
Newport. Several haulers have contracts with the County to bring waste to this facility. Some
haulers do not have an “all-waste” contract and bring a portion of the residential waste they
collect to Allied Waste Service’s Pine Bend Landfill (in Minnesota) or Veolia’s Seven Mile
Creek Landfill (in Wisconsin) via transfer stations.

Recyclable materials are processed at Eureka Recycling’s Material Recovery Facility (MRF).

4.6.2 Organized System Cities

Blaine

All residential MSW collected in Blaine is disposed of at RRT Resource Recovery facility in EIk
River. Processing of recyclable materials in 2008 was conducted at the Waste Management site
in Minneapolis.

Mankato

Residential MSW is delivered to the Minnesota Waste Processing Corporation transfer station
located in Mankato where it is hauled to the RRT Resource Recovery facility in Newport.
Recycling is processed at the Blue Earth County Recycling Center. Mankato (currently has dual
sort recycling) is interested in switching to single sort recycling. However, the City will need to
wait until the contract to bring recyclable materials to the County Recycling Center has expired
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because the facility is not currently equipped to handle single stream. The in-depth survey
respondent thought it would be easier if the entire County implemented single sort recycling
program so the proper operational changes can be made at the County Recycling Center in order
to accommodate single sort recycling.

Minneapolis

All acceptable MSW goes to the HERC in Minneapolis. Items that cannot be disposed of there
(e.g. bulky items) go to the Burnsville Landfill. All recyclable material collected by MRI and
City staff goes to Allied Waste Service’s MRF in Minneapolis.

St. Cloud

All MSW collected is transported to a Waste Managements transfer station (located at 650
Highway 10 North, in St Cloud) prior to being disposed of at the RRT Resource Recovery
facility in Elk River or the Elk River Landfill.

All recyclable materials are processed of at Python’s MRF of St. Cloud (through 2008).

Stillwater

The City’s contract with Waste Management requires the hauler to collect solid waste data and
report it to the City when requested. In addition the hauler must submit copies of solid waste
reports that are submitted to Washington County to the City when requested. The hauler is
required to collect recyclable material data and report it to the City on a quarterly basis.

Residential MSW is disposed of at the RRT Resource Recovery facility in Newport. Residential
recyclable materials are processed at the Waste Management single-stream MRF in Minneapolis.

4.7 Waste Assurance

The cities of Eagan, Duluth, St. Paul, and Woodbury do not have any “waste assurance”
mechanisms in place. The haulers operating in those cities make the decision on where MSW is
delivered. There are several haulers operating in St. Paul and Woodbury that have waste
delivery agreements to deliver MSW to the RRT Newport Resource Recovery facility. Most of
them have signed agreements to deliver all the MSW they collect in Ramsey and Washington
Counties to the RRT Resource Recovery in Newport, thus providing a form of contractual waste
assurance (at least for the contract term). These include:

Gene’s Disposal
Highland Sanitation
Horrigan Hauling

Ken Berquist & Sons
KO Sanitation
Krupenny & Son, Inc.
Logans

Pete’s Rubbish Hauling
R&M Sanitation

Tony Mudek Sanitation
Triangle Rubbish
Waste Management

® & & 6 6 O O o o o 0o o

R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc Foth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC e 101
June 2009



Some haulers operating in these two cities deliver a portion of the wastes they collect to the RRT
Resource Recovery facility in Newport and the rest to other locations. These haulers include:

+ Allied Waste Services

+ Aspen Waste Systems

+ Red Arrow

+ Veolia

The city of Rochester is located in Olmsted County who has a long history of waste assurance.
Olmsted County constructed a WTE facility in the mid 1980’s and utilized a designation
ordinance to control the flow of waste to their facility. They currently have contracts with all the
haulers to deliver MSW to the WTE facility. The contracts were put in place between Olmsted
County in lieu of the County districting the County and developing single hauler contracts for
collection in each of the districts.

The cities of Blaine, Mankato, Minneapolis, St. Cloud and Stillwater are located in counties that
have contracts with WTE facilities. Each of the cities is required under the Public Entities Law
to follow their respective county solid waste management plan. Each of the counties (Anoka,
Blue Earth, Hennepin, Stearns and Washington) has solid waste management plans that call for
processing MSW at resource recovery facilities. The cities of Blaine, Mankato and Stillwater
have clauses in their respective collection contracts requiring delivery of MSW to the county
designated facilities. The cities of Minneapolis and St. Cloud have municipal crews that deliver
to the appropriate facilities (the Minneapolis contract with MRI covers the delivery location).

4.8 Attempts to Organize

The five organized cities all have a long history with their organized systems. Attempts to
organize were noted in some of the five open cities.

St. Paul

The city of St. Paul has always had an open hauling system, even during the period 1970 to
1980, when the City actually provided trash hauling service in competition with private haulers.
There have been several attempts to convert to an organized system over the years. Recycling
collection is organized under a contract with Eureka Recycling. Nevertheless, the City continues
to have an open system for garbage.

To provide some historical perspective on the topics and past activities, there are five documents
from the history of organized collection discussions included in Appendix G. The documents
span from approximately 1980 to 1990 and provide a cross section of the history of the
discussion of open versus organized collection in St. Paul. Many of the issues of discussion and
contention were the same back then as they continue today (choice, traffic, cost, etc.).

There have been additional efforts to organize collection conducted at the District Council level
in St. Paul. Over the past two decades, there have been isolated but notable examples of
individual citizens attempting to “organize” their neighbors into using the same trash hauler on
each block or group of blocks. This form of organized collection is generally still based on the
authority and choice of individual home owners to contract with their own hauler, but there is a
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volunteer neighbor who leads the “grass roots” initiative to encourage all households on a block
to select the same hauler. Often, these volunteer, citizen — based initiatives would receive
communications and other unofficial support from the neighborhood community planning
councils.

A complete record of all such citizen — based initiatives is not known to be available. However,
based on recent articles in the daily and neighborhood monthly newspapers, and personal
communications, the following list of grass-roots, organized collection systems have been
recorded (in reverse chronological order):

+ Saint Anthony Park neighborhood (September 2008)
+ Highland Park neighborhood (June 2008)

+ East Side neighborhood (June 2008)
(Note: “Same collection day” plan, not necessarily organized collection with one hauler.)

+ St. Clair / Macalester / Berkeley / Davern alleys within the Macalester-Groveland
neighborhood

+ Montrose — Mount Curve in the Mac — Groveland Neighborhood (May 2007)
+ Macalester-Groveland neighborhood (January 2007)

+ Three blocks in between and near Princeton / Sargent Avenues & Kenneth / Prior Streets
in the Macalester-Groveland neighborhood (December 2006)

+ Summit Hill area and the Hamline — Midway Community (about 2006)
+ Macalester-Groveland’s “Tangletown” area (early 1980°s)

+ Southwest Area District Council (late 1970’s and early 1980°s)
(Note: Now the Highland and Macalester-Groveland neighborhoods)

Although the above list includes ten groups of blocks in various neighborhoods, these represent a
relatively small portion of St. Paul.

One recent organizing meeting coordinated by Saint Anthony Park District 12 Community
Council featured Todd Seabury-Kolod as the guest speaker. Mr. Seabury-Kolod has taken on this
volunteer role as local neighborhood guest speaker and organizing advisor to other St. Paul
neighborhoods and citizens interested in organizing their trash systems on their own blocks. The
open discussion at the meeting, and review of news media articles, resulted in the following list
of advantages for organized collection by citizen — based action:

+ Demonstrates that citizens can make a positive change. Builds confidence in citizen —
based action. The block-by-block level of organizing is a manageable geographic and
political area to accomplish change to affect house-by-house decisions.

+ Provides a project for neighbors to interact with each other on a one-on-one basis as the
organizer works to rally households to switch to the selected hauler.

+ Environmental improvements such as reduced air and noise pollution.
+ Reduced road and alley pavement impacts.
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Potential “block rate” discounts.
Residents learn more about the potential to negotiate hauling rates.
Improved recycling rates and recovery.

Encourages households to look again at the level of solid waste collection service (i.e.,
size of cart at 38, 65 or 95 gallons).

Encourages households to look at shared solid waste and yard waste collection services.

Improved safety (i.e., on the average, trucks that stop at every house drive slower that
trucks that have only a few stops on each block).

If it is preferred by the residents, their block can help promote business with the smaller,
local hauling companies.

Citizen — based organizing helps keep City and County government out of the decision
making process.

Organizing residential collection by citizens could lead to similar organizing of
commercial collection by small businesses.

Organized collection provides more accountability of which residents have service and
therefore may allow the City to more readily monitor illegal dumping. With open
hauling, the City can’t track which property owners are failing to sign up for private
collection.

The meeting also resulted in listing the following disadvantages to organizing trash collection n
this manner:

*

Takes some of the flexibility and freedom to switch haulers away from the individual
homeowner. The “block” must now make a collective decision to switch. Therefore, the
inertia is in favor of the incumbent hauler and may not respond as readily to service
requests.

The organizing effort can be time intensive for citizen volunteers, especially the leader.

An “advisory board” of neighbors may be needed to help direct decisions of the block
leader.

If the smaller, local haulers are preferred, they may have less fleet and staff resources.
Smaller haulers will have less capital to re-invest.

If the smaller, local haulers are preferred, they may not always have the cheapest rates.

The sustainability of the organized trash hauling by block is dependent on citizen
volunteer efforts which may ebb and flow.

If the block — selected hauling firm is acquired by another company, the block may not
have any recourse and the organizing effort may need to be repeated.

The news articles covering the citizen — based initiatives provide some of the commentary from
neighborhood, city / county officials, and private hauler associations. The reporters stated that
there are 55 licensed trash haulers in St. Paul, and 21 serve residential customers according to the
Public Works Department. City and County officials that have had direct experience with
attempts to organize open hauling communities stated that this kind of block activism, rather
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than regulation, may be the best way to change hauling practices. Past attempts to organize trash
collection in St. Paul and Ramsey County usually became a volatile, political issue.

+ “Any attempt to legislate garbage collection typically erupts into a war among
government, the industry and homeowners who cherish their right to hire and fire their
own haulers.”

« “...Just a few years ago, several thousand homeowners mailed postcards to Ramsey and
Washington Counties fighting a proposal to pursue public trash collection. Industry
groups coordinated the campaign.”

« “The industry will fiercely fight it, and the communities get caught in the middle.”

The solid waste hauling industry has collectively and individually opposed city and county
efforts to organize open hauling communities. But a representative of the National Solid Waste
Management Association (NSWMA) has stated that they do not oppose any approach to
choosing a single hauler, as long as the movement is voluntary and organized by individuals.

Additional information can be accessed from the Saint Anthony Park Community Council web
page: http://www.sapcc.org/:

“Interested in Organizing Your Block to Use a Single Hauler?

“If you read the Bugle article about Mary Hamel organizing her block and would like to
know more, you can read the packet of information that was distributed at our Single
Hauler Workshop.”

Rochester
County officials have considered and rejected organized collection due to public pressure.

Woodbury

The County raised the issue a few years ago, prompting a vigorous hauler campaign to customers
about government taking away their “choice”. Council received hundreds of calls, emails, etc.
from citizens opposing change. As a result, Council has not wished to raise the issue again. The
City noted they “Wish we could go back in time and change how our system was originally set
up. Especially with recycling, having one program/provider for the entire City would certainly
help with outreach and education.”

4.9 Green House Gas

Identifying and analyzing overlapping collection service areas in open systems along with the
associated miles traveled and fuel consumed that contributes to GHG emissions was an
important part of this study.

Fuel consumption data for collection operations was necessary to determine GHG emissions and
any projected reductions. For this project, basing GHG emission solely on miles per gallon rate
for collection vehicles would not accurately portray emissions. Projected efficiencies,

specifically fuel consumption gained through organized collection must be calculated using two
key factors — fuel consumption while driving between stops and deadheading (under power) and
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fuel consumption while idling (loading materials). These two consumption values combined
provide the fuel use for collection services while actually on a collection route.

To develop accurate estimates of existing fuel use in the various open cities, field work was
conducted to gather route data. The data collected for haulers in each in-depth open city include
a sample of route miles driven, total time on route which is divided into two portions, driving
time and loading time. Data was also collected on the total number of households served and
total households driven past during the field sample.

With fuel consumption averages and the above mentioned data, one can determine the amount of
fuel used per household collected. As the percentage of the number of households collected
increases, there is greater efficiency in collection and less drive by time. This translates into fuel
savings and reduces GHG emissions associated with collection of waste/recyclables per
household. With the data collected from field work along with market share data research, Foth
determined the relative GHG emissions for existing, open collection systems versus an organized
collection system.

4.9.1 Background

Private hauling companies and municipal hauling organizations keep track of overall fuel
consumption as part of the management of operations. Fuel costs are a significant portion of
operating costs and somewhat manageable in nature. Haulers have routing software to show the
shortest distances necessary to collect waste/recyclables from customers and/or the institutional
memory of the organization and route workers to do the same.

In order to show differences in fuel consumption rates, the function of driving to perform
collections (field collection activities) must be differentiated from the driving to and from the
route and driving to disposal facilities (general driving). This differentiation between driving
activities must be done to account for the fuel use when collection vehicles are on route (with
idling) versus general driving.

Research as part of this analysis revealed that the hauling companies and municipal hauling
organizations observed were not able to quantify their fuel use differentiated by consumption
between field collection activities and general driving. This report concentrates on differences in
fuel consumption that exist for the field collection activities of haulers who service only a
portion of the households in any area versus the field collection activities of haulers servicing all
households.

It is important to understand that there is one constant in providing collection services; a vehicle
driven at a minimum, from house to house and the vehicle will stop for a brief period of time at
every household serviced to perform the loading operation. For purposes of this report, the data
for driving between households is referred to as “drive data” and the data for the period stopped
and emptying containers is referred to as the “loading data.” This analysis demonstrates the
measurable difference in providing those services to every household versus serving something
less than every household. The data is provided in a relational form.

Trying to calculate or report the exact fuel consumption rates for the multitude of actual field
conditions and vehicles that occur in the in-depth cities is difficult. Collection vehicles used by
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the solid waste industry in Minnesota come in a multitude of configurations including manual
loading versus automated loading, single axle to tandems with tag axles, gasoline and diesel, old
and new, etc. It is beyond the scope of this report to determine efficiencies (fuel consumption) in
a side by side comparison considering the multitude of variables that exist in the industry.
Therefore the data presented in this report is blind to the vehicle variables but concentrates on
comparing efficiencies on a relative fuel consumption basis.

Driving distance between households serviced (stops) varies to some degree by block,
development, neighborhood and city. To account for this variability, averages were determined
and are utilized throughout this report. The data collected demonstrate there are substantial
differences in the various areas of the cities' makeup and thus justifies the averaging
methodology. The data also shows the differences in market shares by areas within those
communities and the associated relational collection efficiency factors.

4.9.2 Establishing the Field Trial Data

In order to develop a standardized data set that eliminates the variability of pieces of equipment
used in the industry, a standard fuel economy factor was created. The base line data for this
report was established by actual field test results. A 20 cubic yard, tandem axle, packer
collection vehicle was used to replicate actual field collection activities and collect fuel economy
information. This vehicle was equipped with an engine management system capable of
monitoring and reporting the following parameters:

+ Fuel consumption with accuracy of 0.01 gallons;
+ Time; and
+ Number of occasions of brake use.

The engine management system of the vehicle was set to zero and a specific set of field
conditions were tested. The vehicle was driven a set distance, brought to a complete stop and
immediately driven that distance again. This process was repeated at selected intervals for
distances from 1.6 to 3.7 miles.

After a period of time driving a specific distance interval, the engine management system data
was collected and logged. This process was repeated at all of the specified distances and the data
was collected. The different distance increments measured were 100, 220, 330, 500, and 660
feet. These incrementally increasing distances are necessary to demonstrate the variability of
collection logistics that exist in the in-depth cities. The distances chosen and field trials were
intentionally selected and conducted before the field observations in the in-depth cities began.
Merely estimating the property widths that exist in urban Minnesota cities fails to account for the
necessary extraneous driving required to accomplish driving by each and every household in any
given community. There are cross streets present, and occasionally a minimal amount of
backtracking to pass each household on the loader side of the vehicle. It was assumed before the
study that the minimum distance would likely be near 100 feet. The balance of the distances
used as the basis, were derived assuming that the relativity of the actual field trials would reveal
distances significantly greater and therefore the increments are not exactly lineal.

In order to account for the fuel consumption for the loading operation, the fuel consumption data
was obtained by measuring the vehicle fuel consumption rate of the same vehicle used for the
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field trial at idle. For this report, it is assumed that all collection vehicles are outfitted with
automated lifting devices that are designed to be operated with the engine at idle (most common
operation). Again, the engine management system was reset to zero. The vehicle was stopped
with the engine running at idle with the power-takeoff engaged for 30 minutes. After this time
period, the engine data was collected. This idle fuel consumption rate was measured in 0.01
gallons per hour and ultimately converted into ounces of fuel consumed per stop. Table 4-7
shows the results of the field trials.

Table 4-7 Field Trial Fuel Consumption Data
Total fuel
consumed
Total Fuel per
distance Total fuel Total fuel Number consumed Fuel increment,
Distance  driven consumed consumed of per consumption  driving
increment  during during during increments  driven at idle per and
driven trial trial trial drivenin increment stop loading
(feet) (miles)  (gallons)  (ounces) trial (ounces) (ounces)* (ounces)
100 3.7 1.76 225 195 1.16 0.53 1.69
220 1.8 1.1 141 43 3.27 0.53 3.81
330 1.9 1.0 128 30 4.27 0.53 4.80
500 3.2 1.4 179 34 5.27 0.53 5.80
660 2.5 0.9 115 20 5.76 0.53 6.29

! Observed average time spent loading at each serviced household was measured at 15 seconds. Trial vehicle was
stopped with power takeoff engaged with the engine at idle for 30 minutes. Fuel consumed during these 30 minutes
was 0.5 gallons or 64 ounces. A fuel consumption rate of 64 ounces per 30 minutes = 0.53 ounces per 15 seconds.

Figure 4-1 Field Trial Fuel Consumption shows the ounces of fuel consumed per stop for the
different increments (distances between stops). A vehicle driving 100 feet between stops
consumes fuel at a rate of 1.16 ounces per interval (per stop). To account for the fuel consumed
while loading, 0.53 ounces of fuel consumed in the fifteen (15) seconds of time for loading was
used. Fifteen seconds was the actual average observed time while monitoring the real time
collections in the in-depth cities. Therefore the total fuel consumed for each serviced stop at 100
feet is calculated to be 1.69 ounces.
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Figure 4-1 Field Trial Fuel Consumption
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Figure 4-1 shows the total fuel consumption in ounces per stop at the various distance
increments. As the distances increase, the amount of fuel consumed increases, however this
increase is not linear. Due to the vehicle manufacturer’s need to increase fuel economy, engine
management systems have implemented “Puff Arresters.” These Puff Arresters reduce the
amount of fuel injected into the engine when first starting from a dead stop. This technology
reduces the amount of fuel used, promotes more efficient combustion, increases fuel economy
and eliminates the old puff of black smoke (excess carbon) emitted when first accelerating. This
technology increases the fuel economy dramatically when traveling very short distances.
Coincidentally, these short distances (close to the necessary distances between all households)
lend itself to the optimum fuel efficiency for providing collection services. As the measured
distance increments increase, this fuel efficiency is reduced. Figure 4-2 Fuel Economy Versus
Distance below displays this trend.
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Figure 4-2 Fuel Economy Versus Distance
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Note that the fuel economy decreases as the distance increases until a distance of 220 feet are
traveled. After 220 feet, the fuel economy increases. At 660 feet, the fuel economy is calculated
to be 2.77 miles per gallon (mpg). For distances between households greater than 660 feet, the
fuel consumption rate is assumed to be constant at 2.77 mpg. Driving conditions in urban
settings require the vehicle to maintain a speed slow enough to assure safety to the public and
requires stopping, turning corners and consideration for the ambient traffic at frequent intervals.
Optimum fuel economies are not achieved under these conditions. Highway or freeway travel
would afford better fuel economy, however for purposes of this report, the on route fuel
consumption efficiencies have been calculated from the field trials. The focus of this analysis is
on fuel consumption during actual collection activity, not driving from the truck base to the route
or from the route to the disposal location.

49.3 Field Observations

A Foth representative visited the in-depth cities. After contacting the hauling companies that
operate in these cities, the Foth representative met the drivers on their routes. Once contact with
the hauler was made, the starting mileage was noted and the collection vehicle was followed
through the collection areas. While monitoring the collection activities, total household counts
and the number of those serviced were gathered. Whenever there was a change in the
neighborhood/area or the truck left an area for another area of the city, the data collection
process was repeated. After collecting the actual distances and household counts for a particular
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area/community, comparisons were made to the field trial data. The field trial data sets are used
throughout this report as the basis for comparisons and analysis.

Field observations conducted of haulers in the in-depth, open collection system cities showed
city average distances driven per stop serviced ranging from 275 feet to 586 feet. The actual
distance measured per household (all households that could have been serviced while the truck
was driving by) ranged from 83 feet to 123 feet. The field observation data results are presented
in Table 4-8 and Figure 4-3 below.

When the distance per serviced household is plotted against the actual distance per household,
the varying degrees of relativity can be shown. Note that the distances per household within a
given city are averages.

Table 4-8 Field Observations - Average Observed Distances
between Serviced Households versus Average
Actual Distance between Households

Distance Actual distance
per HH per HH total

City serviced route
(feet) (feet)
Eagan 582 118
Duluth 275 112
Rochester 291 86
Woodbury 315 123
St. Paul 586 83.7

“ HH = Households
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Figure 4-3 Field Observations - Average Observed Distances
between Serviced Households versus Average
Actual Distance between Households
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494 MSW Collection Fuel Use

Eagan

During field observations in the city of Eagan, the average actual distance per household in Table
4-8 shows a distance of 118 feet. This was calculated using the ranges of actual distances by
area within the city from 79 feet to 155 feet, averaging 118 feet. The distances the haulers
actually drove during the field observation ranged from 129 feet to over 1,500 feet per household
with and average observed distance of 582 feet (see Table 4-9). Comparing that to the field trial
fuel consumption graph in Figure 4-4 below, it shows a fuel consumption rate per household of
2.01 ounces if serving households at the actual distances. In comparing the average observed
distances in Table 4-8 for Eagan, 582 feet, the corresponding consumption on Figure 4-4 is 6.05
ounces per household. Dividing the actual consumption of 6.05 ounces by the ideal consumption
of 2.01 equals a fuel consumption factor of 3.01. This fuel consumption factor demonstrates that
301% more fuel was consumed by servicing only the observed households in that community
than what would have been consumed if every household were served by that vehicle as it drove

by.
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Figure 4-4 Fuel Consumption - City of Eagan
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Table 4-9 Field Observation Data - City of Eagan
Total
distance Number Total Distance
driven  of HH number per HH Distance
on serviced of HH Percentage  total per HH
route on on of HH route  serviced
(miles) route route serviced (feet) (feet)
2.7 12 92 13.0% 155.0 1,188.0
1.3 53 87 60.9% 78.9 129.5
0.9 3 31 9.7% 153.3 1,584.0
5.6 32 273 11.7% 108.3 924.0
3.3 25 135 18.5% 129.1 697.0
Total 13.8 125 618 20.2% 117.9 582.9

The city of Eagan has an open collection system with seven licensed haulers for residential
service. Each hauler is required to report the number of residential accounts they service to
Dakota County. This data allows the percentage of market share for each hauler to be estimated
along with their actual number of stops. Using the data, along with the average distance between
all households in Eagan, the average distance between stops can be estimated for each hauler,

R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc Foth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC ¢ 113
June 2009



based on their respective market shares. Using the field observation fuel consumption graph
provides the estimated fuel use by each hauler to serve their market share.

The market share reported from Dakota County for the seven haulers serving Eagan is shown
below.

Hauler A — 18.4%
Hauler B — 4.8%
Hauler C - 8.1%
Hauler D — 1.2%
Hauler E - 0.1%
Hauler F — 4.9%
Hauler G — 62.5%

* & & & o o o

Utilizing the reported market shares for the licensed haulers, Table 4-10 — Eagan Fuel Use Based
on Estimated Market Shares shows the composite data for the city of Eagan. Because haulers
with relatively small market shares may not need to drive past every household to serve their
limited customers, haulers having market shares less than 10% were combined. This minimizes
the effect haulers with small market shares have on the overall data.

The calculation to determine the necessary distances to provide services for that fraction of
households is a linear equation based on the measured 118 feet between every household. If a
hauler only services half the households, the requisite distance would be 236 feet, as you would
skip every other household on average to service one. Understandably, only averages can be
used here in that the exact sequence of households serviced is impossible to determine. Having
the average distances per household with a corresponding fuel consumption rate per household
and the exact number of households serviced, the total fuel use by hauler can be computed.
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Table 4-10 Eagan Fuel Use Based on Estimated Market Shares

Distance Fuel

Distance per HH cons' Fuel Consumption
per HH  service per Fuel Fuel Fuel cons per factor
total by serviced consper consper consper HH per relative to
Market HH route hauler stop week week year year organized
share serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
Hauler A 18.4% 3,182 118 641 6.24 19,859 155.2 8,068 2.54
Haulers B.C.D.E&F 19.1% 3,304 118 618 6.16 20,350 159.0 8,267 2.50
Hauler G 62.5% 10,810 118 189 3.26 35,241 275.3 14,316 1.32
Total 100% 17,296 75,449 589.4 30,651 1.77 2.16
Organized 100% 17,296 118 118 2.01 34,765 271.6 14,123 0.82 1.00

'cons = consumption
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On the last row of Table 4-10 is the calculation for having a single truck service every household
in Eagan. The relational factor of fuel efficiency is 30,651 divided by 14,123, or 2.16. This
means it takes 216% more fuel to service all of the households by several vehicles than would be
necessary for a single vehicle to service all of the households. The difference over one year is
calculated to be a savings of 16,528 gallons of fuel. This is lower than calculated from field
observations because one hauler was reported to have a more significant market share (62.5%)
than was observed in the actual Eagan field observations.

Duluth

In the city of Duluth, the average actual distance per household in Table 4-11 shows a distance of
112 feet. Comparing that to the field trial fuel consumption graph in Figure 4-5 below, it shows
a fuel consumption rate per household of 1.9 ounces, if serving households at the actual
distances. Table 4-11 provides the data from the field observations in Duluth. In comparing the
averaged observed distances in Table 4-11 for Duluth, 275 feet, the corresponding consumption
is 4.3 ounces per household, at averaged observed distances. By dividing the actual consumption
of 4.3 ounces by the ideal consumption of 1.9 shows a consumption factor of 2.26. This
consumption factor demonstrates that 226% more fuel was consumed by servicing only the
observed households in Duluth than what would have been consumed if every household were
serviced by that vehicle.

Figure 4-5 Fuel Consumption - City of Duluth
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Table 4-11 Field Observation Data - City of Duluth

Total
distance Number of Total Distance
driven HH number per HH Distance
on serviced of HH Percentage total per HH
route on on of HH route serviced
(miles) route route serviced (feet) (feet)
7.1 179 390 45.9% 96.1 209.4
8.2 76 344 22.1% 1259 969.7
Subtotal 15.3 255 734 34.7% 110.1 316.8
Subtotal 5.2 138 228 60.5% 120.4 199.0
Total 20.5 393 962 40.9% 112.5 275.4

To develop an estimate of the hauler market shares in the city of Duluth, Foth worked with staff
at the WLSSD using their records of MSW deliveries to their transfer station and hauler license

data. Based on the WLSSD familiarity with the haulers, the following estimates of market share
were developed:

Hauler A — 34.62%
Hauler B —11.48%
Hauler C — 47.99%
Hauler D — 2.47%
Hauler E — 2.35%
Hauler F — 1.09%

* & & o o o

Market share data calculations listed above are translated to respective market share of Duluth’s
24,505 dwelling units in Table 4-12 below.
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Table 4-12 Duluth Fuel Use Based on Estimated Market Shares

Distance Distance  Fuel cons

per HH per HH per Fuel Fuel cons  Consumption
total serviced serviced cons per Fuelcons Fuelcons per HH factor relative
Market HH route by hauler stop week per week peryear  per year to organized
share’  serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces)!  (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
Hauler A 34.6% 8,484 112 324 4.75 40,297 314.8 16,371 1.93
Hauler B 11.5% 2,813 112 976 9.05 25,459 198.9 10,343 3.68
Hauler D 48.0% 11,760 112 233 3.93 46,217 361.1 18,775 1.60
All others®  5.9% 1,448 112 1,895 17.07 24,722 193.1 10,043 6.93
Total 100% 24,505 136,695 1,067.9 55,532 2.27 2.94
Organized  100% 24,505 112 112 1.90 46,560 363.7 18,915 0.77 1.00

! Assumes the maximum fuel economy achieved after traveling 660 feet is approximately 2.77 MPG in city conditions.
2 Market share calculated from overall tonnages delivered to WLSSD based on % residential rather than commercial.
® Those haulers with less than 10% were combined to avoid over estimating their fuel use.
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The three haulers serving Duluth residential accounts with the largest market shares (>10%) are
included separately. Because the reported/calculated market share of the three remaining haulers
was so small, their count was combined into All Others. This minimizes the effect these haulers
with small market shares have on the overall fuel use data because it is not known whether the
dwelling unit’s calculated for those small haulers are spread throughout the city or a small
concentrated area. Even so, by calculating the fuel consumption of the combined smallest
market share haulers, one can see that their consumption factor is substantially higher than any of
the others.

The calculated fuel consumption of the haulers in total, for a year at 55,532 gallons far exceeds
the 18,915 gallons that of a single vehicle servicing all dwelling units at the time they pass by
(representing a fuel consumption factor of 2.94). This demonstrates that the existing system uses
an estimated 294% more fuel than a potential organized system.

Rochester

In the city of Rochester, the actual distance per household in Table 4-13 shows a distance of 86
feet. Comparing that distance to the field trial fuel consumption graph in Figure 4-6 below,
shows a fuel consumption rate per household of 1.46 ounces per household, at actual distances.
In comparing the observed average distances in Table 4-13 for Rochester, 292 feet, the
corresponding consumption on Figure 4-6 is 4.45 ounces per household. Dividing the actual
consumption of 4.45 ounces by the ideal consumption of 1.46 equals a consumption factor of
3.04. This consumption factor demonstrates that 304% more fuel was consumed by servicing
only their subscribed households in that community than what would have been consumed if
every household were serviced by that vehicle.
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Figure 4-6 Fuel Consumption - City of Rochester
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Table 4-13 Field Observation - City of Rochester
Total
distance Number Total Distance
driven  of HH number per HH Distance
on serviced of HH Percentage  total per HH
route on on of HH route  serviced
(miles) route route serviced (feet) (feet)
6.3 150 425 35.3% 78.3 221.8
6.3 130 425 30.6% 78.3 255.9
6.3 40 425 9.4% 78.3 831.6
6.3 105 425 24.7% 78.3 316.8
Subtotal 25.2 425 425 100% 78.3 313.1
Subtotal 6 140 328 42.7% 96.6 226.3
Total 12.3 565 753 75.0% 86.2 291.6

To estimate residential market share in the city of Rochester, the MPCA worked with staff at
Olmsted County. Three hauling companies collect the vast majority of the residential accounts.
The few accounts not collected by these haulers were thought to be inconsequential to these
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calculations and the accounts were spread over the 3 largest haulers. The estimated residential
market share for haulers in the city of Rochester is:

+ Hauler A -59.5%
+ Hauler B-31.4%
+ HaulerC- 9.1%

The market share estimates are applied to the city of Rochester household data and average
distance between households in Table 4-14 below.
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Table 4-14

Rochester Fuel Use Based on Estimated Market Shares

Distance  Distance  Fuel cons
per HH per HH per Fuel Fuel cons  Consumption
total service by  serviced Fuelcons consper Fuelcons per HH factor relative
Market HH route hauler stop per week  week per year  per year to organized
share  serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces)  (ounces) (gallons (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons

Hauler A 59.5% 16,954 86 145 2.48 42,046 328.5 17,081 1.01
HaulerB  31.4% 8,963 86 273 4.29 38,452 300.4 15,621 1.74
Hauler C 9.1% 2,583 86 949 8.82 22,779 178.0 9,254 3.58
Total 100% 28,500 103,277 806.9 41,956 1.47 2.50
Organized  100% 28,500 86 86 1.46 41,610 325.1 16,904 0.59 1.00
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Table 4-14 shows that the composite fuel consumption factor in the city of Rochester is 2.50,
which is 250% more fuel is estimated to be used than in an organized collection system. This is
lower than calculated from field observations because one hauler was reported to have a more
significant market share (59.5%) than was observed in the actual Rochester field observations.

Woodbury

In the city of Woodbury, the actual distance per household in Table 4-15 shows a distance of 123
feet. Comparing that distance to field trial fuel consumption graph in Figure 4-7 below, shows a
fuel consumption rate per household of 2.09 ounces at actual average distances. In comparing
the field observed distances in Table 4-16 for Woodbury, 316 feet, the corresponding
consumption on Figure 4-7 is 4.66 ounces per household. By dividing the actual consumption of
4.66 ounces by the ideal consumption of 2.09 equals a consumption factor of 2.22. This fuel
consumption factor demonstrates that 222% more fuel was consumed by servicing only their
subscribed households in that community than what would have been consumed if every
household were serviced by that vehicle.

Figure 4-7 Fuel Consumption - City of Woodbury
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Table 4-15 Field Observation - City of Woodbury
Total
distance Number Distance
driven  of HH Total per HH Distance
on serviced number Percentage  total per HH
route on of HH of HH route  serviced
(miles) route onroute serviced (feet) (feet)
1.1 38 49 77.6% 1185 152.8
1.9 79 91 86.8% 110.2 127.0
3.0 117 140 83.6% 1131 1354
Subtotal 6.0 234 280 83.6% 113.1 135.4
10.3 101 420 24.1% 129.5 538.5
5.8 127 275 46.2% 111.4 241.1
3.7 27 175 15.4% 111.6 723.6
5.3 31 185 16.8% 151.3 902.7
Subtotal 25.1 286 1,055 27.1% 125.6 463.4
Total 31.1 520 1,335 39.0% 123.0 315.8

Woodbury residents are required by ordinance to contract for garbage services. In that ordinance
is a requirement that recycling services be provided by the licensed MSW hauler and that they
report the number of dwelling units serviced. With this data their market share can be calculated.

Based upon the 2008 second quarter reports, market shares for different haulers are as follows:

Hauler A - 13.1%
Hauler B - 5.1%

Hauler C - 4.5%

Hauler D — 25.2%
Hauler E — 24.4%
Hauler F - 12.2%
Hauler G — 15.5%

* & & & o o o

Knowing the market shares, number of households and distances between households, one can
calculate an estimate of the fuel consumption for the entire city’s solid waste collection services.
In Table 4-16 the haulers are listed in order of market share from smallest to largest. Once again,
haulers with less than a 10% market share were grouped together as Haulers B and C.
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Table 4-16 Woodbury Fuel Use Based on Estimated Market Shares
Distance
Distance  per HH Fuel Fuel
per HH service  cons per Fuel Fuel Fuel cons per  Consumption
total by serviced consper consper consper HHper factor relative
Market HH route hauler stop week week year year to organized
share serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
HaulersB & C*  9.6% 1,892 123 1,277 11.68 22,099 172.6 8,975 4.75
Hauler F 12.2% 2,393 123 1,010 9.35 22,375 174.8 9,090 3.80
Hauler A 13.1% 2,579 123 937 8.71 22,463 175.5 9,126 3.54
Hauler G 15.5% 3,048 123 793 7.45 22,708 177.6 9,225 3.03
Hauler E 24.4% 4,786 123 505 5.82 27,855 217.6 11,316 2.36
Hauler D 25.2% 4,950 123 488 5.73 28,364 221.6 11,523 2.33
Total 100% 19,648 145862  1139.5 59,254 3.02 3.55
Organized 100% 19,648 123 123 2.09 41,064 320.8 16,682 0.85 1.00

! Haulers B & C combined due to small market shares.
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Having the distances per household with a corresponding fuel consumption rate per household
and the exact number of households serviced, the total fuel use by hauler can be computed. On
the last row of data is the calculation for having a single truck service every household in
Woodbury. The relational factor of fuel efficiency is 59,256 divided by 16,682, or 3.55. This
means it takes 355% more fuel than would be necessary for a single vehicle.

St. Paul

St. Paul has an open collection system for its 65,746 households. With the numerous haulers
involved in collection activities, there is substantial duplication of effort in providing services.
Observations, due to the random scattering of serviced households combined with the absence of
zoning collections (no one area is serviced on a particular day) made collecting field data
difficult.

Due to the similarities in geography to the city of Minneapolis, analysis of the field data
(distance per household) for the city of Minneapolis was utilized. Both cities have roughly the
same ratio of alleys to street collections and the lot sizes are very similar. Minneapolis distances
between households averaged 83.7 feet (calculated during field observations in Minneapolis).
This distance was used to model St. Paul. Actual households serviced and non-serviced counts
were gathered both by observing collections and by inventorying haulers by counting carts at
collection points in the alleys. Table 4-17 below shows this data.

Table 4-17 Field Observation - City of St. Paul
Total Distance
distance  Number Total per HH Distance
driven on of HH number  Percentage total per HH
route serviced of HH on of HH route serviced
(miles)  on route’ route serviced (feet)? (feet)
4.12 33 260 12.7% 83.7 659.2
4.12 29 260 11.2% 83.7 750.1
4.12 79 260 30.4% 83.7 275.4
4.12 30 260 11.5% 83.7 725.1
4.12 30 260 11.5% 83.7 725.1
4.12 22 260 8.5% 83.7 088.8
4.12 37 260 14.2% 83.7 587.9
Total 4.12 260 260 100% 83.7 83.7

! Inventory by counting carts
2 Distance assigned equals that of Minneapolis 83.7 feet

Ramsey County requires haulers to report the number of residential accounts serviced by hauler
in each city in the County. Utilizing the reported residential account data for haulers in 2008 in

St. Paul as reported to Foth by Ramsey County, the calculated market share for the haulers in St.
Paul is as follows.
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Hauler O — 0.5%
Hauler P — 0.5%
Hauler Q — 0.4%
Hauler R — 21.0%
Hauler S — 16.5%

Hauler A — 23.2%
Hauler B - 10.7%
Hauler C - 1.0%
Hauler D — 1.0%
Hauler E — 4.1%
Hauler F —7.2%
Hauler G — 0.4%

Hauler H — 6.9%
Hauler I - 1.4%

Hauler J - 1.0%

Hauler K - 0.3%
Hauler L — 0.4%
Hauler M — 2.1%
Hauler N — 1.2%

* & & & o o o
* & & & o o o
* & & o o

The total number of accounts reported by the haulers was 4,707 households less than the total of
single family residences reported by the city of St. Paul. However, the City also reported that
they have routinely assumed that approximately 10% of the households in St. Paul do not
contract for services. This includes households that “self haul” their garbage and households that
share service. Therefore, the difference between total households eligible and the total reported
by the haulers is consistent with the history reported by the City.

When calculating the necessary distance a hauler must travel to service any household, the 4,707
households without service must be accounted. Therefore 87.3 feet multiplied by 4,707
households equals 410,921 feet. This distance must be apportioned to those receiving services.
The total households reported at 65,746, minus 4,707 households that are not serviced, equals
61,039 households serviced. Dividing the distance of 410,921 feet by 61,039 households
serviced, equals 6.7 feet per household. Adding this distance (6.7 feet) to the previously
determined distance between households (83.7 feet) equals 90 feet (rounded).

Knowing the market shares, number of households and distances between households, one can
estimate the fuel consumption for the entire city’s solid waste collection services. In Table 4-18
the haulers are listed in order of market share from largest to smallest. Once again, haulers with
less than a 10% market share were grouped together. Haulers E and F were grouped together
resulting a combined 14.1%. The remaining 13 haulers were grouped together as All Others
because the reported/calculated market share was so small. This minimizes the effects these
haulers with small market shares have on the overall fuel consumption data because it is not
known whether the dwelling units calculated for those small haulers are spread throughout the
city or a small concentrated area.

The calculated consumption if each of the haulers collected their percentages of the entire city of
146,695 gallons provides an efficiency factor of 4.37. That is, the existing system uses 437%
more fuel than an organized collection system is estimated to use.
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Table 4-18 St. Paul Fuel Use Based on Estimated Market Shares

Distance Distance Fuel cons

per HH per HH per Fuel Fuel Fuel Fuel cons Consumption
total service  serviced consper consper consper per HH  factor relative
Market HH route by hauler stop week week year per year  to organized
share serviced  (feet)’ (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
Hauler A 23.3% 14,215 90 386 5.13 72,923 569.7 29,625 2.08
Hauler B 21.0% 12,832 90 428 5.38 69,036 539.3 28,046 2.19
Hauler C 16.5% 10,059 90 546 5.94 59,750 466.8 24,274 2.41
Hauler D 10.7% 6,537 90 840 7.87 51,446 401.9 20,900 3.20
Haulerse & F  14.1% 8,619 90 637 6.22 53,610 418.8 21,779 2.53
All Others 14.4% 8,777 90 626 6.19 54,330 424.5 22,071 2.51
100% 61,039 361,096 2,821 146,695 2.40 4.37
No Service 4,707
Organized 100% 65,746 83.7 83.7 1.36 89,415 698.55 36,325 0.55 1.00

! There are 4,707 households that are not serviced in St. Paul. To determine the actual distance between total households, 4,707 was multiplied by 83.7 and divided by
61,039. This equals 6.4 additional feet per household. Therefore, the real distance per household equals 83.7 feet plus 6.4 feet whish is rounded to 90 feet.
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4.9.5 Recycling Collection Fuel Use

Recycling collection efforts essentially are duplicates of MSW collection efforts. In some
instances as with automated single-stream recycling collection, the vehicles involved are used for
both collections. If the collection vehicle is dedicated to recycling collections only, with the load
weights involved with recycling being less than garbage, the necessary horse power and torque
requirements can be less than MSW vehicles.

Solid waste industry vehicles are all heavy duty in nature and their fuel consumptions are
significant. Lowering the horse power and torque requirements of recycling collection vehicles
10-25% doesn’t necessarily lower fuel consumption by a linear amount. As discussed earlier,
this report addresses the relational nature of fuel consumption. Therefore the assumption for fuel
economies will be the same for recycling collection activities as was used for MSW services.

As presented in the MSW collection portion of this section, the factors involved with distances
between stops and the distances between households serviced will be presumed to be identical in
that all communities require haulers to provide recycling services (except St. Paul who contracts
with a single hauler for recycling collection). Although these services are provided, not every
household will participate in every collection. This is also the case for the MSW collection
activities. Without having the ability to determine setout rates for either service, the assumptions
will be that every household sets out materials at every opportunity.

Eagan

In order to demonstrate the relationship of fuel consumption for the recycling collection services,
the system in Eagan is displayed in two different ways. The current system has differing levels
of collection frequencies not all of which were fully determined by the data collection process.
The two tables for the city of Eagan display the data as though the entire city is collected on an
every other week basis. Doing so tends to minimize the projected fuel use (i.e., provide a sort of
“best case” for the existing system fuel use).

Table 4-19 models the existing Eagan recycling collection system based on all households
collected every other week with a 15 second loading time per stop. The fuel consumption factor
for this analysis shows that 216% more fuel is projected to be used in the existing system than in
a projected organized system with every other week collection and 15 seconds loading time. The
difference is solely attributable to the market share percentages of the existing system versus a
100% market share for an organized system with the same collection parameters.
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Table 4-19 Eagan Fuel Use for Recycling Based on Every Other Week Collection - 15 Second

Stop
Distance
Distance  per HH Fuel Fuel
per HH service  cons per Fuel Fuel Fuel cons per  Consumption
total by serviced consper consper consper HHper factor relative
Market HH route hauler stop week week year year to organized
share serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
Hauler A 18.4% 3,182 118 641 6.24 19,859 155.2 4,034 1.27
Hauler B,C,D,E,F  19.1% 3,304 118 618 6.16 20,350 159.0 4,134 1.25
Hauler G 62.5% 10,810 118 189 3.26 35,241 275.3 7,158 0.66
Total 100% 17,296 75,450 589.4 15,326 0.89 2.16
Organized 100% 17,296 118 118 2.01 34,765 271.6 7,062 0.41 1.00
Table 4-20 Eagan Fuel Use for Recycling Based on Every Other Week Collection - 30 Second
Stop
Distance
Distance  per HH Fuel Fuel
per HH service  cons per Fuel Fuel Fuel cons per  Consumption
total by serviced consper consper consper HHper factor relative
Market HH route hauler stop week week year year to organized
share serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
Hauler A 18.40% 3,182 118 641 6.77 21,545 168.3 4,376 1.38
Hauler B,C,D,E,F 19.10% 3,304 118 618 6.69 22,101 172.1 4,489 1.36
Hauler G 62.50% 10,810 118 189 3.79 40,970 320.7 8,322 0.77
Total 17,296 84,616 661.1 17,188 0.99 2.42
Organized' 100% 17,296 118 118 2.01 34,765 271.6 7,062 0.41 1.00

! This organized system is based on automated every other week at 15 seconds per stop.

130 eFoth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC

R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc

June 2009



Table 4-20 shows the same system with a loading time 15 seconds longer that has 0.53 ounces of
fuel added per stop. This additional time increases the corresponding fuel consumption factor to
242% more fuel used than a similar organized system.

It is apparent in the data that in either scenario, the open system is projected to use more than
double the fuel of the organized system.

Duluth

A similar approach was used to analyze the recycling collection system in the city of Duluth The
difference being that for the haulers in Duluth, WLSSD provided data on the haulers’ collection
methods (single stream versus dual stream) and the collection frequency (weekly or every other
week).

Table 4-21 provides the analysis for the existing system in Duluth which includes some dual
stream/collection on a weekly basis and some single stream/collection on an every other week
basis. Table 4-21 models the dual stream collected weekly with a 30 second stop and single
stream automated collected every other week with a 15 seconds loading time. In Table 4-21 the
organized system was modeled as every other week automated with a 15 second loading time.
Table 4-22 is the same as Table 4-21 except that the organized system is modeled as dual stream
weekly with a 30 second loading time. The fuel consumption factor in Table 4-21 is 2.91 or
291% more fuel than an organized system. The fuel consumption factor in Table 4-22 is 1.14%
or 114% more fuel than this type of organized system.
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Table 4-21 Duluth Fuel Use for Recycling Based on Understanding of Existing Systems

Distance  Distance Fuel cons
per HH per HH per Fuel Fuel cons  Consumption
total service by serviced consper Fuelcons Fuelcons perHH  factor relative
Market HH route hauler stop week per week peryear  per year to organized
share serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons

Hauler A*  34.6% 8,484 112 324 4,75 44,297 314.8 16,371 1.93
Hauler B  11.5% 2,813 112 976 9.05 25,459 198.9 5171 1.84
Hauler C? 48.0% 11,760 112 233 3.93 46,217 361.1 9,388 0.80
Others™®  59% 1,448 112 1,895 17.07 24,722 193.1 10,043 6.93
Total 100.0% 24,505 136,695 1,067.9 27,766 1.13 2.91
Organized®> 100% 24,505 112 112 1.9 46,560 363.7 9,457 0.39 1.00

! Dual or multiple collected weekly at 30 seconds per stop
2Single collected every other week at 15 seconds per stop
3 Others includes three additional haulers grouped together
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Table 4-22 Duluth Fuel Use for Recycling Based on Understanding of Existing System

Distance  Distance Fuel cons

per HH per HH per Fuel Fuel cons  Consumption
total service by serviced consper Fuelcons Fuelcons per HH  factor relative
Market HH route hauler stop week per week peryear  per year to organized
share serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
Hauler A1  34.6% 8,484 112 324 4.75 40,297 314.8 8,185 0.96
Hauler B?  11.5% 2,813 112 976 9.05 25,459 198.9 5,171 1.84
Hauler C? 48.0% 11,760 112 233 3.93 46,217 361.1 9,388 0.80
Others 13 5.9% 1,448 112 1716 17.07 24,722 193.1 5,022 3.47
Total 100% 24,505 136,695 1,067.9 27,766 1.13 1.14
Organized!  100% 24,505 112 112 2.43 59,547 465.2 24,191 0.99 1.00

! Dual or multiple collected weekly at 30 seconds per stop

2Single collected every other week at 15 seconds per stop
3 Others includes three additional haulers grouped together

R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc Foth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC e 133
June 2009



Rochester

Rochester’s recycling is collected every week. Most of the residents participate with a bin
system. This dual sort system requires the hauler to manually load the materials on the truck.
Approximately one-third of the residents are provided a cart for recycling and the materials are
loaded the same as garbage with an ASL.

Table 4-23 shows the fuel consumptions for the existing mix of automated and manual bin
system with an assumption of 15 seconds of loading time for each approach. The fuel
consumption factor is 2.50 or 250% more fuel than an organized system with the difference
based solely on the differences in the percent market share of the open system versus the
organized system.
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Table 4-23

Rochester Fuel Use for Recycling Based on Weekly Collection - 15 Second Stop

Distance  Distance  Fuel cons
per HH per HH per Fuel cons  Consumption
total service by serviced Fuelcons Fuelcons Fuelcons per HH  factor relative
Market HH route hauler stop per week per week peryear  peryear to organized
share  serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons

Hauler A 59.5% 16,954 86 145 2.48 42,046 328.5 17,081 1.01
HaulerB  31.4% 8,963 86 273 4.29 38,452 300.4 15,621 1.74
Hauler C 9.1% 2,583 86 949 8.82 22,779 178.0 9,254 3.58
Total 100% 28,500 103,277 806.9 41,956 1.47 2.50
Organized 100% 28,500 86 86 1.46 41,610 325.1 16,904 0.59 1.00

Market share of smallest hauler (3.2%) apportioned over all other haulers
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Table 4-24 Rochester Fuel Use for Recycling Based on Every Week Collection - 15 Second Stop
Automated and 30 for Bins

Distance Distance  Fuel cons

per HH per HH per Fuel cons  Consumption
total service by serviced Fuelcons Fuelcons Fuelcons per HH  factor relative
Market HH route hauler stop per week per week peryear peryear to organized
share  serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces)  (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
Hauler A 595% 16,954 86 145 3.01 51,032 398.7 20,732 1.22
HaulerB?  31.4% 8,963 86 273 4.29 38,452 300.4 15,621 1.74
Hauler C* 9.1% 2,583 86 949 9.35 24,148 188.7 9,810 3.80
Total 100% 28,500 113,632 887.7 46,163 1.62 2.75
Organized 100% 28,500 86 86 1.46 41,610 325.1 16,904 0.59 1.00
Organized®* 100% 28,500 86 86 1.46 41,610 325.1 8,452 0.30 0.50

! Bin service calculated at 30 seconds loading time per stop
2 Automated service at 15 seconds per stop
% Organized every other week collection model
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Table 4-24 shows the same system with a loading time 15 seconds longer for the bin approach
with its associated 0.53 ounces of fuel added per stop for those household receiving two or more
sort services. Using these assumptions the corresponding consumption factor is 2.75 or 275%
more fuel. Also displayed on Table 4-24 is the comparative fuel use for an organized system that
provides every other week collections. This system reduces the annual consumption by 50%.

Woodbury

The current recycling collection system in Woodbury has differing levels of collection
frequencies and methods, depending on the hauler. Table 4-25 below models the existing hauler
frequency of weekly and every other week with a loading time of 15 seconds. The fuel
consumption factor of the existing system is projected to be 3.00 versus the organized approach
based upon comparison to an organized weekly system with a 15 second loading time. Table 4-
25 also shows an organized system with 30 seconds average loading time. The fuel consumption
per household for the 30 second stop is projected to be 1.06 gallons per household per year
versus 0.85 for a system with an average 15 second stop time.

R - Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements.doc Foth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC e 137
June 2009



Table 4-25 Woodbury Fuel Use for Recycling Based on 15 Second Stops

Distance Distance Fuel

per HH per HH  cons per Fuel Fuel Fuel Fuel cons Consumption
total service  serviced consper consper consper per HH factor relative
Market HH route by hauler stop week week year per year  to organized
share serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons

HaulerB& C' 9.6% 1,892 123 1,277 11.68 22,099 172.6 8,978 4.75
Hauler F * 12.2% 2,393 123 1,010 9.35 22,375 174.8 9,090 3.80
Hauler A 2 13.1% 2,579 123 937 8.71 22,463 175.5 4,563 1.77
Hauler G 2 15.5% 3,048 123 793 7.45 22,708 177.4 4,612 1.51
Hauler E * 24.4% 4,786 123 505 5.82 27,855 217.6 11,316 2.36
Hauler D 3 25.2% 4,950 123 488 5.73 28,364 221.6 11,523 2.33
Total 100% 19,648 145862  1,139.5 50,081 2.55 3.00
Organized * 100% 19,648 123 123 2.09 41,064 320.8 16,682 0.85 1
Organized * 100% 19,648 123 123 2.62 51,478 402.2 20,913 1.06 1

! Two sort weekly collection

2 Every other week single stream automated
3 Single stream weekly automated collection
*Organized with a 30 second loading time
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Table 4-26 for Woodbury changes the assumption to every other week collection for all haulers
and changes the loading time by adding 15 seconds per stop to haulers using the dual stream
collection system (single stream systems loading time remains at 15 seconds). Switching to
every other week collection reduces fuel consumption. Adding to the loading time slightly
increases fuel consumption. Applying these assumptions to the existing hauler system results in
1.56 gallons of fuel projected to be used per household. Table 4-26 provides a comparison to a
recycling system collecting all households with a 15 second load time. The projected fuel

consumption factor for the existing system compared to the organized with a 15 second load time
is 3.71.

It is apparent in the data that in either Woodbury scenario, open collections result in
approximately 300% to 370% more fuel use during the on route collection process than the
various projected approaches to organized systems.
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Table 4-26 Woodbury Fuel Use for Recycling Based on Every Other Week Collection - Vary
Time of Stops

Fuel Fuel Consumption
Distance Distance per  Fuel cons cons Fuel Fuel cons per factor
per HH HH service  per serviced per cons per cons per HH per relative to
Market HH total route by hauler stop week week year year organized
share serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
HaulerB&C* 9.63% 1,892 123 1277 12.21 23,101 180.5 4,692 2.48
Hauler F* 12.18% 2,393 123 1010 9.88 23,643 184.7 4,802 2.01
Hauler A 2 13.13% 2,579 123 937 8.71 22,463 175.5 4,563 1.77
Hauler G ? 15.51% 3,048 123 793 7.45 22,708 177.4 4,612 1.51
Hauler E * 24.36% 4,786 123 505 6.35 30,391 237.4 6,173 1.29
Hauler D * 25.19% 4,950 123 488 5.73 28,364 221.6 5,761 1.16
Total 100% 19,648 150,669 1177.1 30,605 1.56 3.71
Organized * 100% 19,648 123 123 2.09 41,064 320.8 8,341 0.42 1

! Two sort weekly collection. 0.53 ounces per stop was added to each HH for additional time loading.
2 Every other week single stream
3 Single stream weekly automated collection
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St Paul

The city of St Paul contracts with Eureka Recycling for recycling collection services. Eureka
collects recyclables curbside from over 84,000 households. Collection occurs weekly using a
dual stream approach. After contacting Eureka Recycling regarding the loading times for their
services which range from 10 to 60 seconds per stop, it was decided to display the average as 30
seconds (slightly below the mid-point between the range of 10 to 60 seconds).

Table 4-27 shows the fuel consumption for St. Paul’s recycling collection system. The projected
fuel consumed per household is 0.77 gallons. The St. Paul recycling collection system is already
organized and therefore, there are no comparisons to be made.
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Table 4-27

St. Paul Fuel Use for Recycling Based on Weekly Collection - 30 Second Time of
Stop

Distance  Distance  Fuel cons
per HH per HH per Fuel cons  Consumption
total service by serviced Fuel cons Fuelcons Fuelcons per HH factor relative
Market HH route hauler stop per week per week peryear peryear to organized
share  serviced (feet) (feet) (ounces) (ounces) (gallons) (gallons) (gallons) fuel cons
Hauler A 100% 84,771 83.7 83.7 1.89 160,217 1,251.7 65,088 0.77 1.00
Organized 100% 84,771 83.7 83.7 1.89 160,217 1,251.7 65,088 0.77 1.00
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4.9.6 Total Greenhouse Gas Emission for Five Open Cities

With diesel fuel consumption and mileage estimates derived for each hauler in each city, GHG
emissions can be estimated. To estimate GHG emissions, the EPA guidance was used (Climate
Leaders Greenhouse Gas Inventory Protocol Care Module Guidance, Direct Emissions from
Mobile Sources, EPA 430-K-08-004, May 2008). To calculate CO, emissions, an emission
factor of 10.15 kg CO,/gallon (22.37689 Ibs. CO,/gallon) was used. The factor is for all on road
diesel fuel use.

Other GHGs emitted by the combustion of diesel fuel include methane (CH,) and nitrous oxide
(N20). The approach for estimating CH, and N,O emissions varies from the estimation of CO;
emissions discussed above. Emissions of CH,and N,O from mobile sources are dependent on
the type of catalytic converter on the vehicle and the number of miles traveled. However, CH,4
and N,O emissions are minor (2%) compared to CO, missions for diesel fueled vehicles. To
estimate the emissions of CH, and N,O from the trucks used in the study, each vehicle was
assumed to be a heavy duty vehicle. The emission factor for N,O is 0.0048 grams/mile
(1.058